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1. Introduction 

On 3 June 2013, Dr Patrick Baker, the Director of the US Army Research Laboratory’s (ARL’s) 
Weapons and Materials Research Directorate (WMRD), commissioned a short study within his 
organization to gather feedback on the current ARL Laboratory Demonstration (Lab Demo) 
system and its implementation.1 

The goal of the study was to gather employee (nonsupervisor and supervisor) perspectives on 
Lab Demo, its implementation, perceived strengths and weaknesses of the system, and 
suggestions for potential modifications. Voluntary and nonattribution-based input would be 
collected from WMRD government employees such that perspectives could be discerned across 
the different occupational families (e.g., DB, DE, DJ, and DK), supervisor/nonsupervisor status, 
and work experience levels. The deliverable from the study was to be a forward-looking report 
documenting the findings and recommendations. The study lead was charged with forming a 
working group to assist with the direction and execution of the study. The working group 
participants were to be randomly selected from across WMRD with constraints in the selection to 
ensure a representative cross section of demographics from the organization. 

2. Background 

As announced through the Federal Register,2 ARL was authorized to implement a Science and 
Technology Reinvention Laboratory Demonstration Project on 3 June 1998. ARL Memorandum 
No. 690-42,3 Personnel Demonstration Project, documents ARL’s policy and procedures 
pertaining to the personnel demonstration system commonly referred to as ARL’s “Lab Demo.” 

The purpose of Lab Demo was to achieve the best workforce for the ARL mission, to adjust the 
workforce for change, and to improve workforce quality. The framework of Lab Demo addresses 
multiple aspects within human resources. The 6 major areas of change from the Civil Service 
General Schedule (GS) system were 1) enhanced hiring flexibilities, 2) broadbanding, 
3) automated classification, 4) a Pay for Performance system (PFP), 5) modified reduction in 
force procedures, and 5) expanded developmental opportunities.  

Administratively, as documented in ARL Memorandum No. 690-42, ARL’s Lab Demo was 
categorized into the following human resources areas covered by the system: 

• Classification of Positions 

•  PFP 
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• Staffing 

• Employee Development 

• Conversion (Lab Demo to/from GS system) 

• Automated Process (within grade increases) 

• Miscellaneous (Protocol for determining GS equivalency and Special Act or Service 
awards) 

• Intern and Student Trainee Benchmarking 

The ARL is currently into its 16th year under the Lab Demo system. 

 

3. Approach 

A working group was formed to assist in the execution of the WMRD Lab Demo Study. David 
Webb, a statistician, developed a randomized process to select the members using constraints 
identified by Dr Baker. A detailed description of how the working group members were initially 
selected can be found in Appendix A. Essentially, members were selected from a pool of 412 
employees to represent each organizational unit within WMRD, at least one supervisor from 
each of 3 divisions within WMRD, each occupational family and payband level at a distribution 
comparable to that across WMRD, and years of Government service at a distribution comparable 
to that across WMRD. The WMRD director, division chiefs, STs (senior scientific or 
professional positions), persons known to be retiring within the next 3 months, and persons 
known to be on long-term temporary duty status were not eligible for working group 
membership. Table 1 shows the working group members’ organizational unit, occupational 
family and payband level, years of Government service, and supervisory status. There were 3 
persons not represented in Table 1 who were unable to participate; they represented the DB02, 
DB04, and DE02 paybands with 15, 7, and 3 years of Government service, respectively. 
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Table 1   WMRD lab demo study working group membership 

Office Symbol Payband YS Supervisor 

RDRL-WML-A DE03 8 no 
RDRL-WML-B DB04 9 no 
RDRL-WML-D DB04 39 yes 
RDRL-WML-E DB03 12 no 
RDRL-WML-F DB03 28 no 
RDRL-WML-G DB03 8 no 
RDRL-WML-H DB03 26 no 
RDRL-WMM-A DE02 12 no 
RDRL-WMM-B DB03 3 no 
RDRL-WMM-C DB04 8 yes 
RDRL-WMM-D DB03 24 no 
RDRL-WMM-E DB03 22 no 
RDRL-WMM-F DB03 2 no 
RDRL-WMM-G DB04 31 no 
RDRL-WMP-A DB03 19 no 
RDRL-WMP-B DB02 1 no 
RDRL-WMP-C DJ02 2 no 
RDRL-WMP-D DB04 29 acting 
RDRL-WMP-E DB03 8 no 
RDRL-WMP-F DB04 21 yes 
RDRL-WMS DJ03 34 no 

Shop DE02 5 no 
YS = Years of Government service 

 
It was decided that a workforce survey would be utilized as the basis for the Lab Demo study. It 
was the responsibility of the Lab Demo Study Working Group to formulate and execute the 
survey. A requirement from Dr Baker was that the survey would include some open-ended 
questions so that employees had the opportunity to communicate any interest or concern that 
they might have. Because Lab Demo encompasses so many different topics, a short area of 
interest poll was formulated and distributed to the Working Group members and WMRD 
supervisors. The results of the poll would be used to focus the Working Group study/survey on 
the Lab Demo topics believed to be of most interest to the WMRD workforce. 

While the poll was being executed, an informal meeting with Dr Keryl Cosenzo, of ARL’s 
Human Research and Engineering Directorate (HRED), was held. HRED and Dr Cosenzo have 
experience in conducting surveys and analyzing survey results. She provided several 
recommendations regarding our Lab Demo survey: 1) ask equally proportional number of 
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positively and negatively oriented questions, 2) don’t make the survey too long or participation 
will drop off (time to take survey should not exceed 30 min) 3) for high priority topics, consider 
having multiple questions, and 4) response bias is a risk when personal interviews are conducted 
as part of a survey. 

3.1 Area of Interest Poll 

The actual poll sent to the Working Group members, the American Federation of Government 
Employees (AFGE) 3176 local union representative and supervisors, and the results are 
presented in Appendix A. It was assumed up front that the PFP element of the Lab Demo would 
be of most interest to the workforce and automatically included in the Lab Demo study; 
therefore, PFP was not included in the area of interest poll. The other ARL Lab Demo elements 
were listed in one of the following categories: position classification and job grading, staffing, 
employee development, conversion, and miscellaneous. Survey takers were asked to select the 7 
elements that they believed to be of the most interest to the workforce. They were also given the 
opportunity to identify and select other elements that were not already present on the list. It was 
intended that the elements with the largest tallies of votes would help guide and focus the 
Working Group study. 

The most selected Lab Demo elements in the poll are presented in Table 2. Of the 58 persons 
that received the poll, 36 persons responded with a total of 235 selections. The most selected 
elements fell under the position classification category: Promotion Panels (a.k.a. the 
Contributions and Achievements Summary of Experience [CASE] process) and Occupational 
family paybands (a.k.a. broadbanding) and payband levels. Cash and time-off awards was the 
next most popular selection followed by Merit promotion plan. Developmental assignment 
opportunities and Individual Development Plans (IDPs) rounded out the top 6 selections. 

Table 2   Summary of area of interest poll results 

Category Element No. of 
Selections 

Position classification Promotion panels (CASE) 24 
Position classification Existing occupational family paybands and levels 22 
Miscellaneous Cash and time-off awards 18 
Staffing Merit promotion plan 12 
Employee development Developmental assignment opportunities 11 
Employee development Individual Development Plans (IDPs) 10 

 

3.2 Lab Demo Working Group Activities to Formulate Survey 

The first WMRD Lab Demo Working Group meeting was held on 18 June 2014 with 18 of the 
22 members in attendance. The group was presented with the objective of the study, the process 
used to select the working group members, the results of the area of interest poll, and information 
on where to locate reference materials related to the ARL Lab Demo. The group agreed that a 
survey was the best mechanism for gathering workforce opinions and agreed to the following 



 5 

survey elements based on the results of the Area of Interest Poll: PFP, awards, employee 
eevelopment, the CASE process, paybanding, merit promotions, and employee motivation. Two 
additional survey sections would be added to collect the open-ended feedback on any subject as 
requested by Dr Baker and to collect feedback specific to supervisors. Additional considerations 
regarding the survey were discussed by the working group and are documented in Table 3 in 
addition to the go-forward decision regarding the consideration. 

Table 3   Survey considerations and decisions 

Consideration Decision 
Anonymity—the survey tool to be used had limitations 
in how the survey could be setup in order to keep the 
responses anonymous.  

Survey tool must provide complete anonymity. No 
person, including the survey tool administrator, would be 
able to link a response to the originator. 

Demographics to be collected and reported. 1) Supervisor/nonsupervisor, 2) payband and payband 
level, and 3) years of experience with the ARL. 

Length of survey. Goal was for it to take no more than 30 min to complete 
the survey questions. 

Types of questions (such as open ended, multiple 
choice, true/false, and sliding scale). 

As much as possible questions would be in the form of a 
statement with responses provided on a sliding scale of 0 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). There would be 
questions soliciting text-based responses so that 
participants could provide open-ended responses. 

Additional questions for supervisors. 

Yes, there would be additional questions for supervisors 
only. Responses would be shared with the entire 
workforce. (The survey tool, however, does not provide 
the ability to verify whether responder is or is not a 
supervisor.) 

 
Over the following month and a half, the group as a whole and smaller teams consisting of a few 
group members generated survey questions. In total there were approximately 400 survey 
questions generated. Over the course of several meetings, the number of questions was narrowed 
down to 137 workforce questions with an additional 17 for supervisors only. The criteria for 
reducing the number of questions was based on what the team believed to be the questions of 
most interest across the WMRD workforce. The survey introduction, instructions, and questions 
are included in Appendix B.  

4. Survey Administration and Response 

Mr Robert Yeager, of Booz Allen Hamilton, created the survey using an existing survey tool 
within the Army Knowledge Online (AKO) system. The survey was set up to be accessible by all 
WMRD Government employees. To keep the survey anonymous, the survey needed to be 
completed in a single login session. Because the survey was relatively long, it was decided to 
separate the survey into 9 sections (the sections are listed in Table 4). That way, if time was a 
constraint, users could prioritize the sections in which they provided answers. Additionally, 



 6 

every question did not have to be answered to move forward to the next question. Employees 
were also provided with the option of manually answering the questions (paper and pen) or being 
interviewed.  

Table 4   Survey response rate 

Survey Section No. of 
Responses 

Response Rate 
(% of workforce) 

Pay for performance 205 48.0 
Awards 179 41.9 
Employee development 167 39.1 
CASE process 165 38.6 
Paybanding 156 36.5 
Merit promotion 163 38.2 
Employee motivation 176 41.2 
Final questions 172 40.3 
Supervisor only 24 82.8 

 
Two persons were requested to take the survey before it was launched as a means to estimate the 
amount of time it should take individuals to complete it. One person took approximately 50 min 
to complete the survey and the other took approximately 30 min. It was felt that these times were 
acceptable and survey questions were not changed. 

The WMRD Lab Demo Survey was distributed to the workforce on 22 August. The closing date 
was 11 September. A total of 205 employees, 48% of the WMRD government workforce, 
provided responses to at least part of the survey. The response rate for each section of the survey 
is presented in Table 4. For the sections applicable to the entire workforce, the highest response 
rate at 48.0% was for the PFP section and the lowest rate at 36.5% was for the Paybanding 
section. The Supervisor-Only section had a response rate of approximately 83% of the WMRD 
supervisors. Nine persons requested interviews that were conducted with Ms Wendy Winner. 

The response rates reported by the collected demographics for the PFP section are presented in 
Appendix C. While there was not a statistical analysis performed on the demographic 
representation of the survey responders, the differences between the Workforce versus Survey 
percentages were not believed to be problematic with respect to reporting or interpreting the 
results by demographics. 

5. Survey Results 

The AKO survey tool provided individual responses to all of the questions in a tabular form; 
there was a table for each survey section. Because the tables were extensive due to the large 
number of questions and respondents, it was not practicable to include the tables in their entirety 
into this report. To get a feel for the data available, sections of one of the tables are presented in 
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Appendix D to show how the demographics and numerical results appeared and also how the 
responses to text-based questions appeared. The results presented in this report were sanitized to 
remove profanity, references to specific persons, and references to situations which could lead to 
the identity of an individual(s); there were on the order of 10 such incidences.  

Because of the small population within WMRD of certain demographics, some categories of 
demographics were grouped and reported as a single demographic. The DJ and DK occupational 
families regardless of payband level were grouped. The 2 technician payband levels were 
grouped and reported as “DE.” The DB-02 and DB-03 responses were grouped together as were 
the DB-04 and DB-05 responses. 

5.1 Analysis of the Numerical-Based Data 

The survey result tables from AKO were imported into Statistical Analysis System Institute, 
Inc.’s JMP statistical software. For each numerical-based question a table was created in 
Microsoft Excel, and the data was then plotted onto bar graphs through a Mathwork’s MATLAB 
program. The data tables and plots are presented in Appendix E in order by the sections defined 
in Table 4. While survey respondents were able to respond to most questions with a not 
applicable (N/A) response, the N/A response is not represented on the bar charts. The red bar that 
appears on the bar graphs represents the mean value for the numerical responses. 

The working group met on several occasions to review the survey results and discuss findings 
that could lead to recommendations that would provide a positive impact to the majority of the 
WMRD workforce. It became apparent early in the review process that there was a strong 
dichotomy in the responses particularly for the PFP and CASE sections. 

More analyses of the numerical based data were completed using the JMP statistical software to 
determine if there existed statistically significant differences between the various levels of the 3 
demographic variables. Multiple-variable analyses aimed at looking for interactions between 
demographic variables were not conducted. The statistical methodology employed and the 
findings were documented by Mr Webb and are presented in Appendix F. 

5.2 Analysis of the Text-Based Data 

The text-based responses to the open-ended questions were also imported into a table format that 
provided for an easier read. Those responses are included in Appendix G. For the purpose of 
summarizing the results of those responses, the author categorized the responses and counted 
similar responses. This task required a significant amount of interpretation. The results were 
consolidated onto briefing charts presented to the WMRD workforce. 

 



 8 

5.3 Recommendations 

Recommendations were formulated by both the working group and the author based on potential 
actions to address concerns that were communicated by strong agreement or disagreement to the 
questions or a relatively large number of similar responses from the open-ended types of 
questions. 

5.4 Disclosure of Results to the Workforce 

The survey results presented in this report were made available to the WMRD workforce on a 
shared computer network drive. Town hall style meetings were held on 29 January 2014 and 10 
February 2014, during which the author presented a summary of the survey results and the 
working group’s recommendations to the WMRD workforce. The slides documenting those 
results and recommendations can be found in Appendix H. A question and answer session with 
Dr Baker took place following the presentation. 

6. Recommendations 

The recommendations made to the WMRD director were as follows: 

PFP 

1. Provide workforce with a clearer description of the current reconciliation process. 

2. Revamp ARL’s PFP system 

a. Simplify the Score/Rating/Share/Payout scheme 

b. Allow for a broader spectrum of performance levels 

c. Consider different pay-pools for the different occupational families 

d. Consider ways to incorporate employee feedback on supervisor ratings 

e. Investigate alternate means to address poor performance  

f. Modify the Scoring Guide 

i. Easier to interpret by employees and supervisors 

ii. Different guides for different occupational families 

iii. Changes to the guide or “interpretation of the guide” should be explained and 
publicized to the workforce at the start of the rating cycle 

iv. Include criteria that rewards team accomplishments and collaboration 

 



 9 

Awards 

 
1. Hold a workforce information session on awards covering the following: 

a. The different types of monetary and non-monetary awards 

b. The basis for justifying/receiving the different types of awards 

c. The processes and allowable timelines particularly for On-the-Spot and Special Act 
(SA) awards 

2. Implement WMRD process to notify both the employee and supervisor when awards are 
approved (particularly SAs). In addition, at that time, provide the employee with the basis 
for the award. 

3. Within WMRD, recognize employees who have been nominated to higher levels for 
honorary awards. 

4. Review the honorary award processes with ARL Headquarters for possible streamlining. 

5. Provide the WMRD workforce with a formal response regarding the correlation between 
receiving a monetary award(s) and one’s annual performance rating. 

Employee Development 

1. Establish a position (Lab or Directorate level) that actively supports nonmandatory 
training, developmental activities, and a mentoring program for all occupational families. 

2. Take further action at the WMRD level to address the perceived lack of guidance and/or 
support for DE and DJ/DK-appropriate developmental opportunities. 

CASE 

 
1. Provide additional training for employees and supervisors to include these items: 

a. CASE process 

b. Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) criteria – what do they really mean 

c. Tips to preparing a better package 

d. Ideas for employees seeking additional and/or better feedback 

2. Modify the BARS criteria 

a. Less redundancy 

b. Clearer, more specific, criteria to make the process less subjective 
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c. Different criteria for DE and DBs 

d. Take team/group accomplishments into account 

e. Equitable credit for basic and applied research accomplishments 

3. Assess ARL Lab Demo survey results for further action on whether or not to include DJs as 
candidates for the CASE process. 

4. Consider allowing first line supervisors presence (not participation) during Directorate and 
Corporate CASE panel reviews. 

Paybanding 

1. Investigate restructuring of the payband levels considering the following: 

a. At least for DB payband, do not group GS-14 and GS-15 levels together 

b. Having too many payband levels will eradicate the perceived benefits of paybanding 
(i.e., employees not being subjected as frequently to the rigorous CASE process) 

c. ARL survey results for more suggestions with DJ paybanding 

d. Other PFP/paybanding personnel systems 

Merit Promotion 

1. Review the current Merit Promotion process and determine where efficiencies can be made 
to shorten the hiring timeframe. 

2. Reduce the total amount of time acting BCs are in place (i.e., hire permanent BCs within  
6–12 months). 

3. Hold an information session on Merit Promotion positions and acting/developmental 
assignment positions that cover the following: 

a. Merit Promotion versus CASE promotions 

b. Permanent DB04/Branch Chief hiring and selection process 

c. Placement of Team Leaders 

d. Current process for filling acting positions and developmental assignments 

5. Announce all positions that will be posted to USAJobs regardless of payband or level. 

6. Provide human resources training to new supervisors and those desiring to be a supervisor. 
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Employee Motivation 

1. Establish a WMRD “bulletin board” for employees to share social, sporting, and wellness 
related activities and interests. 

2. When implementing new processes or policies, consider how that process/policy could 
foster cooperation, collaboration and/or teamwork versus competition. 

 

7. Summary 

A study was conducted to gather feedback on the current ARL Laboratory Demonstration 
personnel system and its implementation specifically within the WMRD. Through a survey, 
voluntary and nonattribution-based input was collected from WMRD government employees 
such that perspectives could be discerned and communicated across the different occupational 
families (e.g., DB, DE, DJ, and DK), supervisor/nonsupervisor status, and work experience 
levels. The survey, analyses of the results, and recommendations were formulated by a working 
group made up of employees representing multiple demographics across WMRD. 
Recommendations to improve various personnel-related aspects across the directorate were made 
to Dr Patrick Baker, the directorate chief of the WMRD. The data collected through the survey 
were made available to the WMRD workforce, and a summary of the results and the 
recommendations made to the WMRD director were presented to the workforce.  

 

8. Conclusions 

Dr Baker, the WMRD director, considered all of the recommendations to improve various 
aspects of the Lab Demo system. Not all of the recommendations could be implemented at the 
directorate level; some could only be implemented at the laboratory level. In a town hall 
meeting, Dr Baker presented his intentions of which recommendations would be implemented by 
WMRD, forwarded to ARL Headquarters for consideration, or not be implemented. 
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AKO  Army Knowledge Online 
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CASE  Contributions and Achievements Summary of Experience 
 
GS  General Schedule 
 
HRED  Human Research and Engineering Directorate  
 
IDP  Individual Development Plans 
 
N/A  not applicable 
 
PFP  pay for performance 
 
SA  Special Act 
 
WMRD Weapons and Materials Research Directorate 
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WMRD Laboratory Demonstration Project Survey Information 
 
Introduction 
ARL’s Laboratory Demonstration Project (a.k.a., Lab Demo) has been in use for 15 years and touches 
every employee of the lab.  The primary goal of Lab Demo is to encourage high performance through the 
use of a personnel management system based on pay for performance (PFP).  WMRD leadership seeks 
your opinions and thoughts on the quality of our Lab Demo system, that is, perceived strengths and 
weaknesses, our implementation of the system, and suggestions for potential improvements. 
 
WMRD’s Lab Demo survey was commissioned by Dr. Patrick Baker and created by the WMRD Lab Demo 
Working Group.  Working group membership spans across occupational families (DB, DE and DJ/DK), 
years of service (1 to 39 years), and WMRD organizations.   


In order to keep data collection and analysis timely, the Working Group encourages you to take the 
survey on-line.  If you do decide to submit your survey responses in hard copy, please send them to 
Wendy Winner, RDRL-WM. 
 
Instructions 
While rather comprehensive in totality, the survey is broken down into sections reflecting the different 
subjects covered by ARL’s Lab Demo system.   
 
For most questions, a response will be provided in form of a sliding scale with 0 being Strongly Disagree 
and 7 being Strongly Agree.  You can also choose “N/A” if the question does not apply to you.   
 
There are open ended questions for you to provide written responses.  This should provide an 
opportunity to explain any responses you wish to elaborate.  If you need more space, you can write on 
the back of the page or add additional pages.  Please indicate the section and question number as 
applicable. 
 
In the Final Questions section, you are offered the opportunity to be interviewed by a Working Group 
member to further share your thoughts on the Lab Demo.  If you are willing to be interviewed, please 
provide your contact information on this survey or contact Wendy Winner directly at xxx-xxx-xxxx to 
schedule an interview. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the WMRD Lab Demo Study or this survey, feel free to contact to 
Nora Eldredge, xxx-xxx-xxxx, or Wendy Winner, xxx-xxx-xxxx. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 


I. How many years have you been with the Federal Government (excluding military service)? 


Circle one:  0-3  4-10  11-20  20+ 


II. What is your current employee status? 


Circle One: Non-Supervisor  Supervisor ST 


III. What is your occupational family and pay band?  


Circle One: DB-02  DB-03  DB-04  DB-05  DE-02  DE-03  DJ-2 DK-02    DJ-3 DJ03 
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PAY FOR PERFORMANCE 


1. My written Performance Objectives are truly indicative of my personal goals and program/project 
deliverables for the fiscal year. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. Other duties as assigned is not appropriate as a Performance Objective. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. My Performance Objectives are vague. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. I know what is expected from me to earn a Successful, Commendable or Distinguished rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. The two page limit for the Ratees List of Accomplishments is adequate. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. A one page supplement prepared by the employee for the branch chief to use during the 
reconciliation process would be helpful. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. Classified accomplishments receive as much weight in the performance appraisal process as 
unclassified accomplishments. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. I have a good understanding of how the reconciliation process works. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. I receive constructive feedback from my supervisor on my rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


10. I understand how the Element Scoring Guide Adapted to ARL Environment (a.k.a., evaluation 
criteria) is applied to my annual performance rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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11. Occupational families should be rated in pay pools consisting of that family only (i.e., separate DB, 
DE and DJ/DK pay pools). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


12. The Performance Appraisal rating(s) that I receive generally match my level of performance. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


13. The ARL Pay for Performance system enhances employee morale. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


14. A team's efforts should affect the performance appraisal/rating of all team members. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


15. The maximum number of shares (currently 0 to 4 shares) should be increased. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


16. The payout amount should be directly linked to the numerical score. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


17. My immediate supervisor is qualified to fully evaluate the impact of my work to the organization 
and assign an accurate rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


18. My team leader should have some input to my objectives and rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


19. I am personally satisfied with the current ARL Pay for Performance system. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


20. The ARL Pay for Performance system has helped me advance my career path. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


21. The ARL Pay for Performance scoring criteria has been interpreted differently over the past several 
years to slow the workforces advancement to the upper end of pay bands. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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22. Employees with unacceptable performance do not have sufficient incentives to be better 
performers. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


23. In general, supervisors are not addressing employees with unsuccessful performance. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


24. Which Performance Appraisal element is most important to you? 


Circle One: 
a. numerical score   
b. rating (Distinguished, Commendable, Successful, or Unsatisfactory) 
c. number of shares  
d. payout value 
 


25. There is downward pressure from Laboratory-level management to reduce the percentage of 
Distinguished ratings and increase the percentage of Successful ratings. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


26. The distribution of supervisor ratings should be comparable to the distribution of non-supervisory 
employee ratings. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


27. Employee should be able to provide inputs on the performance of supervisors. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


28. WMRD does a good job of addressing poor supervisory performance. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


29. List up to three things that you like about the current pay for performance system. a. b. c. 
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30. List up to three things that you dislike about the current pay for performance system. 


 


 


 


 


31. List up to three things that you would change to improve the current pay for performance system. 
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AWARDS 


1. The length of time between the performance constituting an award and the date of receipt of 
award is appropriate. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. The process to notify an employee and his/her supervisor on the approval and basis of the award 
needs improvement. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. I am aware of the different types of monetary and non-monetary awards available to employees. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. I understand the basis for justifying/receiving different types of monetary and honorary awards. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. My supervisor utilizes the different types of available awards. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. The use of awards as a means to recognize employee achievements is equitable across 
organizations within WMRD. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. All awards should be publicized. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. Monetary awards should be eliminated. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. Receiving a monetary award can negatively affect my performance rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


10. I have received an award so that my supervisor did not have to give me as high of a rating as I 
deserved. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. A higher performance rating is more motivational than an On-the-Spot or Special Act award. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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12. Honorary awards should positively affect my annual performance rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


13. It would be beneficial to workforce morale if there were more WMRD honorary awards. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


14. WMRD should officially recognize all honorary award nominees. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


15. Awards improve employee morale. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


16. Non-monetary awards are or would be appreciated by employees. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


17. I would appreciate a time-off award. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


18. Receiving awards will help me get promoted. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


19. I understand the nomination process for a Special Act Award. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


20. What, if any, recommendations do you have to improve the current awards program? 
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EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT 


1. ARL benefits from its employees participating in long term employee developmental programs. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. Long term career development programs would enhance my career. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. I have enough information to take advantage of developmental programs. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities:  


(Circle All That Apply)  
a. Long-term training (> 6 months)  
b. Sabbaticals  
c. Exchange Scientist  
d. short-term training (< 6 months) 
 
5. My supervisor(s) is (are) proactive in my professional development. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. I have sufficient ARL guidance regarding support for my professional development. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. Assistance/training for furthering my skills/career is readily available. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  


(Circle all that apply) 
a. an academic sabbatical  
b. a developmental assignment with a company   
c. a temporary assignment with another government organization (such as Research Development & 
Engineering Center (RDEC), Department of Defense, or Department of Energy)   
d. a guest researcher at an international laboratory  
e. a temporary assignment with a Program Manager or Program Executive Office or DARPA) 
f. external coursework or training 
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9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be useful?  


(Circle all that apply) 
a. seminars and colloquia 
b. in-house training 
c. external training 
d. conferences and workshops 
 
10. ARL needs an effective mentoring program. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. I am in control of my career development. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


12. An Individual Development Plan is a useful tool in encouraging career growth. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


13. My supervisor and I discuss and/or modify my Individual Development Plan with sufficient 
frequency. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


14. For DK/DJ career tracks, there should be more readily accessible employee development 
information and/or assignments for employees interested in advancing their careers.   


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


15. What, if anything, is preventing you from taking a long-term developmental assignment? 


 


 


 


 


16. What change(s) would most increase your level of personal development and job satisfaction? 
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17. How have current restrictions affected your professional development? 
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THE CONTRIBUTION AND ACHIEVEMENT SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE (CASE) PROCESS 


1. I understand the CASE process. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. The Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) criteria are clearly defined and easy to interpret. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. I understand how scores are assigned using the BARS criteria during the CASE package review. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. The BARS criteria reflect what is needed to successfully meet the ARL mission requirements. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. Materials/guidelines for preparing my CASE package are readily available. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. My supervisor is open to providing guidance and feedback on how to prepare my CASE package. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. My CASE package is reviewed with due diligence and scored appropriately by the reviewers. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8a. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Corporate Panel is constructive and 
includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8b. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Directorate Director is constructive and 
includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8c. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Second-line Supervisor is constructive 
and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8d. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the First-line Supervisor is constructive and 
includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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9. The CASE process does not reward team work and group achievement. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


10. A CASE-like promotion process should be considered for DJ employees. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. The CASE process needs improvement. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


12. What are your recommendations for improving the current CASE process? 


 


 


 


 


13. What do you like about the current payband structure in the ARL Lab Demo? 


 


 


 


 


 


14. What don't you like about the current payband structure in the ARL Lab Demo? 
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15. What changes, if any, would you make to improve the payband structure in the ARL Lab Demo? 


 


 


 


 


 


16. Do you know of another paybanding structure that you prefer over ARLs current structure?  If so, 
what is it and why do you prefer it? 
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PAYBANDING 


1. I understand the paybanding structure in the ARL Laboratory Demonstration Project. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. I am familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. I am happy with the current mapping of pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. The pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo are an improvement over the previously used GS system. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. The current payband structure is good for employee morale. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. My payband allows for sufficient salary and growth potential. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. Promotion to a DB-IV band is unnecessarily difficult because the pay band includes the GS-15 pay 
level. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. The current DB-IV band should be split into two bands (for example, DB-IV-CAT1 for up to the GS-14 
pay level and DB-IV-CAT2 for up to the GS-15 pay level). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. The DB-III band should include the GS-14 grade, and the DB-IV band should only include the GS15 
grade. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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MERIT PROMOTIONS 


1. I understand the difference between Merit Promotions and Promotions made through the CASE 
process. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. The workforce is well informed when Merit Promotion positions become available (for example, 
branch chief). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. I have applied for Merit Promotion and/or Supervisory position(s). 


Circle One: YES NO N/A 


4. I understand how to apply for Merit Promotion positions. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. Merit Promotion positions are typically filled in a timely manner. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. I understand the competitive process used for the selection of permanent branch chiefs. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. The best candidate for a Merit Promotion position is usually selected. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. I am interested in applying for Merit Promotion positions. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. I am encouraged by my management to apply for Merit Promotion positions. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


10. I have made my supervisor aware of my interest in Merit Promotions using my Individual 
Development Plan. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. I understand the process for the selection of acting Branch Chiefs. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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12. Acting Branch Chiefs perform their duties just as well as permanent branch chiefs. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


13. Having one or more acting Branch Chiefs in a performance review cycle positively affects my 
rating. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


14. Having acting Branch Chiefs for an extended period of time (greater than one year) negatively 
affects my career development. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


15. Scientists and engineers within WMRD are provided with opportunities to learn what is necessary 
to perform the role of Branch Chief. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


16. How would you improve the Merit Promotion/Supervisor Selection process? 
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EMPLOYEE MOTIVATION 


1. I am motivated in my work to do my best for ARL and the Army. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. Generally, I start my work day with a positive attitude. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. Generally, I have a sense of accomplishment at the end of each work day. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. My work has a positive impact on the Army in support of the Warfighter. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. My co-workers/peers value and appreciate my work. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. My team leader and supervisor value and appreciate my work. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. Upper management (division and above) values and appreciates my work. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. I have the freedom to choose my career path. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. I have the tools necessary to advance in my chosen career path. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


10. Proper funding in my general field of research is a morale booster. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. Searching for funds negatively affects my morale. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


12. ARL provides sufficient resources for me to easily learn about what others are doing within the 
organization to enable potential for collaboration. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 







2013 WMRD LAB DEMO SURVEY 


19 
 


13. I utilize ARL's telework work/life program. 


Circle One YES  NO 


14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why:  


Circle all that apply 
a. I have not been provided the opportunity 
b. I do not know how to go about doing it. 
c. My immediate supervisor does not promote the program and/or makes it difficult to get approved. 
d. I feel that it would adversely affect my performance rating. 
e. I have chosen not to participate in telework. 
 
15. If you answered yes to question 13: please check the reason(s) why  


Circle all that apply 
a. Teleworking has made a positive change in managing my personal and work life. 
b. My productivity has improved since teleworking. 
 
16. WMRD should encourage recreational and/or special interest clubs and activities be formed. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


17. What programs and/or changes would you like to see offered to WMRD employees that would 
have a positive impact on morale? 


 


 


 


18. What changes, if any, would you make to the current ARL Lab Demo to help motivate you? 


 


 


 


19. Do you know of a different personnel system or an aspect of such a system that you feel would 
improve ARL's current system to better motivate employees?  Please explain. 
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FINAL QUESTIONS 


1. What does a “people first” organization mean to you?  


 


 


 


2. Do you consider ARL a “people first” organization?  


 


 


 


3. What could be done to improve our “people first” nature as an organization?  


 


 


 


4. Please provide any additional comments, feedback or suggestions within the context of Lab Demo 
or not that you would like to share with WMRD and ARL leadership.  


 


 


 


5. Are there other areas or authorities you would like to see covered under the Laboratory 
Demonstration Project that would help you better accomplish your mission?  
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6. Would you like an opportunity to share additional thoughts on the ARL Pay for Performance System 
with a member of the WMRD Lab Demo Study team? (If so, please contact Wendy Winner directly at 
410-306-0696 to schedule an interview.) 
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ONLY ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS IF YOU ARE A SUPERVISOR 


QUESTIONS FOR SUPERVISORS ONLY 


1. Supervisors are provided adequate training and/or information on all aspects of ARL’s Lab Demo 
program. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


2. My employees’ written Performance Objectives are indicative of their personal goals and 
program/project deliverables for the fiscal year. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


3. As a supervisor, I can give an employee a rating score that they deserve through ARL’s Pay for 
Performance system. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


4. ARL’s Pay for Performance system, as currently implemented, provides supervisors with the means 
to motivate their employees to perform better. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


5. ARL’s Scoring Guide is easy to interpret across all occupational families and levels. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


6. Supervisors should have more say in the distribution of salary versus bonus pay-out during the 
reconciliation process. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


7. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process allows for proper scoring/rating of 
employees. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


8. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process provides proper scoring/rating of 
employees according to the type of position held (i.e., DB, DE and DJ/DK). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


9. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process provides proper scoring/rating of 
employees according to the type of work performed (ie., basic vs applied research). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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10. As a supervisor, I have utilized awards as an alternative means of rewarding accomplishments as 
opposed to through the Pay for Performance appraisal process. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


11. S&Es performing basic research have an advantage in the CASE process over those persons 
performing applied research (or science versus engineering). 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


12. Supervisors should be allowed to be present, and not participate, while their employees’ CASE 
packages are being discussed and scored by the directorate and corporate level panels. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


13. Performing a Branch Chief or Division Chief 120-day detail is worthwhile. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


14. The basis for selecting a Branch Chief should be more heavily weighted toward the candidates’ 
technical expertise rather than potential as a manager. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


15. I would derive benefits by having a Deputy Branch or Division Chief. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 


16. Rank the order of priority for roles that a Deputy Branch Chief should perform 


Enter your priority 
         Administrative (i.e., DTS, ATAAPS, GFEBS) 
         Management of budget 
         Technical advising of projects 
         Personnel issues 
         Laboratory and/or EF management (i.e., ISO 9001, Safety) 
 


17.  ARL provides sufficient information to supervisors so they can provide employees with 
guidance on how to prepare and route the forms required for Telework approval. 


Circle One: Strongly Disagree < 0 – 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 > Strongly Agree or N/A 
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Pay for Performance 


Total Number of Respondents:  205 
(2  employees did not provide demographic data) 


Workforce 


(%) 


Survey (%) 


Non-Supv 93.2 89.2 


Supv 6.8 10.8 


Years of 


Service 
Workforce 


(%) 


Survey (%) 


0-3 16.6 10.3 


4-10 27.4 31.9 


11-20 12.9 16.2 


>20 43.1 41.5 


Occupational 


Series and 


Band 


Workforce 


(%) 


Survey (%) 


DB-04/05+ 35.8 40.4 


DB-02/03 38.9 38.4 


DE-02/03 20.1 15.8 


DJ/DK 5.1 5.4 


NOTE:  The “Workforce %” column represents the percentage 


of the workforce that fits that demographic.  The “Survey %” 


column represents the percentage of the employees taking the 


survey that fits that demographic.  

















Within this appendix, there are two pages for each numerically based survey question.  The first 
of the two pages created shows the question and the results to that question for all responses, by 
years of service, by pay-band group, and by supervisory status.  The second page is the data in 
tabular form.  On the left side of the page are tables that indicate the number of persons 
responding for the different demographic groupings.  On the right side of the page are tables that 
indicate the number of responses per potential answer; at the top is a compilation of all 
responses, and below are the number of responses by demographic groupings. 
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4.3


1. My written Performance Objectives are truly indicative of my personal goals and
program/project deliverables for the fiscal year.







1. My written Performance Objectives are truly indicative of my personal goals and program/project deliverables for the fiscal year.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 12 15 16 44 56 26 24 3
N/A 1 % 0.044554 0.059406 0.074257 0.079208 0.217822 0.277228 0.128713 0.118812
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 2 3 9 3 3
20+ 85 % 0 0.047619 0 0.095238 0.142857 0.428571 0.142857 0.142857
Total 205 4 to 10 # 1 2 4 3 17 15 9 12


% 0.015873 0.031746 0.063492 0.047619 0.269841 0.238095 0.142857 0.190476
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 4 2 4 13 5 2 1
N/A 1 % 0.03125 0.125 0.0625 0.125 0.40625 0.15625 0.0625 0.03125
Non-superv 182 20+ # 7 5 9 7 11 26 12 8
Supervisor 22 % 0.082353 0.058824 0.105882 0.082353 0.129412 0.305882 0.141176 0.094118
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 6 9 12 13 40 49 26 24
N/A 2 % 0.03352 0.050279 0.067039 0.072626 0.223464 0.273743 0.145251 0.134078
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 3 3 3 4 6 0 0
DE 32 % 0.136364 0.136364 0.136364 0.136364 0.181818 0.272727 0 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 2 1 3 3 2


% 0 0 0 0.181818 0.090909 0.272727 0.272727 0.181818
DE # 2 4 4 3 5 5 2 6


% 0.064516 0.129032 0.129032 0.096774 0.16129 0.16129 0.064516 0.193548
DB-02/03 2 3 6 5 19 19 15 8


0.025974 0.038961 0.077922 0.064935 0.246753 0.246753 0.194805 0.103896
DB-04/05 # 5 5 5 6 18 28 6 8


% 0.061728 0.061728 0.061728 0.074074 0.222222 0.345679 0.074074 0.098765
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4.5


2. Other duties as assigned� is not appropriate as a Performance Objective.







 2. Other duties as assigned is not appropriate as a Performance Objective.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 18 12 14 22 23 30 27 55 4
N/A 1 % 0.089552 0.059701 0.069652 0.109453 0.114428 0.149254 0.134328 0.273632
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 3 1 0 6 0 4 0 6
20+ 85 % 0.15 0.05 0 0.3 0 0.2 0 0.3
Total 205 4 to 10 # 7 5 7 7 8 10 10 10


% 0.109375 0.078125 0.109375 0.109375 0.125 0.15625 0.15625 0.15625
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 2 4 2 4 7 7 6
N/A 1 % 0.030303 0.060606 0.121212 0.060606 0.121212 0.212121 0.212121 0.181818
Non-superv 182 20+ # 6 4 3 7 11 9 10 33
Supervisor 22 % 0.072289 0.048193 0.036145 0.084337 0.13253 0.108434 0.120482 0.39759
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 9 10 21 19 27 25 51
N/A 2 % 0.089888 0.050562 0.05618 0.117978 0.106742 0.151685 0.140449 0.286517
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 3 4 1 4 3 2 4
DE 32 % 0.045455 0.136364 0.181818 0.045455 0.181818 0.136364 0.090909 0.181818
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 5


% 0.090909 0 0 0 0.181818 0.181818 0.090909 0.454545
DE # 5 1 1 2 5 5 4 9


% 0.15625 0.03125 0.03125 0.0625 0.15625 0.15625 0.125 0.28125
DB-02/03 7 3 4 15 7 11 10 18


0.093333 0.04 0.053333 0.2 0.093333 0.146667 0.133333 0.24
DB-04/05 # 4 8 9 5 9 12 11 23


% 0.049383 0.098765 0.111111 0.061728 0.111111 0.148148 0.135802 0.283951
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3.7


3. My Performance Objectives are vague.







3. My Performance Objectives are vague.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 11 16 40 26 36 37 25 14 0
N/A 1 % 0.053659 0.078049 0.195122 0.126829 0.17561 0.180488 0.121951 0.068293
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 1 9 2 0 5 2 1
20+ 85 % 0.047619 0.047619 0.428571 0.095238 0 0.238095 0.095238 0.047619
Total 205 4 to 10 # 4 7 5 8 12 18 7 4


% 0.061538 0.107692 0.076923 0.123077 0.184615 0.276923 0.107692 0.061538
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 2 6 5 9 4 6 1
N/A 1 % 0 0.060606 0.181818 0.151515 0.272727 0.121212 0.181818 0.030303
Non-superv 182 20+ # 6 6 20 11 15 9 10 8
Supervisor 22 % 0.070588 0.070588 0.235294 0.129412 0.176471 0.105882 0.117647 0.094118
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 10 16 36 23 31 33 22 11
N/A 2 % 0.054945 0.087912 0.197802 0.126374 0.17033 0.181319 0.120879 0.06044
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 0 4 3 5 3 3 3
DE 32 % 0.045455 0 0.181818 0.136364 0.227273 0.136364 0.136364 0.136364
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 2 1 2 4 1 0 0


% 0.090909 0.181818 0.090909 0.181818 0.363636 0.090909 0 0
DE # 3 3 3 4 6 5 4 4


% 0.09375 0.09375 0.09375 0.125 0.1875 0.15625 0.125 0.125
DB-02/03 2 5 16 9 11 17 14 4


0.025641 0.064103 0.205128 0.115385 0.141026 0.217949 0.179487 0.051282
DB-04/05 # 5 6 20 11 15 13 6 6


% 0.060976 0.073171 0.243902 0.134146 0.182927 0.158537 0.073171 0.073171







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


All Responses, None were Blank or N/A


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


3.5


4. I know what is expected from me to earn a Successful, Commendable or Distinguished rating.







4. I know what is expected from me to earn a Successful, Commendable or Distinguished rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 27 19 27 21 32 37 27 15 0
N/A 1 % 0.131707 0.092683 0.131707 0.102439 0.156098 0.180488 0.131707 0.073171
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 2 0 5 2 4 3 4
20+ 85 % 0.047619 0.095238 0 0.238095 0.095238 0.190476 0.142857 0.190476
Total 205 4 to 10 # 7 8 11 4 9 13 9 4


% 0.107692 0.123077 0.169231 0.061538 0.138462 0.2 0.138462 0.061538
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 5 4 8 6 3 2
N/A 1 % 0.090909 0.060606 0.151515 0.121212 0.242424 0.181818 0.090909 0.060606
Non-superv 182 20+ # 16 7 10 8 13 14 12 5
Supervisor 22 % 0.188235 0.082353 0.117647 0.094118 0.152941 0.164706 0.141176 0.058824
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 24 17 23 15 30 34 24 15
N/A 2 % 0.131868 0.093407 0.126374 0.082418 0.164835 0.186813 0.131868 0.082418
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 2 3 6 2 3 3 0
DE 32 % 0.136364 0.090909 0.136364 0.272727 0.090909 0.136364 0.136364 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 1 3 0 0 3 2 2


% 0 0.090909 0.272727 0 0 0.272727 0.181818 0.181818
DE # 9 1 1 2 8 3 5 3


% 0.28125 0.03125 0.03125 0.0625 0.25 0.09375 0.15625 0.09375
DB-02/03 7 9 11 10 13 15 8 5


0.089744 0.115385 0.141026 0.128205 0.166667 0.192308 0.102564 0.064103
DB-04/05 # 11 8 11 8 11 16 12 5


% 0.134146 0.097561 0.134146 0.097561 0.134146 0.195122 0.146341 0.060976
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4.9


5. The two page limit for the Ratee�s List of Accomplishments is adequate.







�5. The two page limit for the Ratee s List of Accomplishments is adequate.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 10 9 12 12 21 39 56 46 0
N/A 1 % 0.04878 0.043902 0.058537 0.058537 0.102439 0.190244 0.273171 0.22439
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 0 5 7 3 5
20+ 85 % 0 0 0.047619 0 0.238095 0.333333 0.142857 0.238095
Total 205 4 to 10 # 2 4 5 5 5 10 21 13


% 0.030769 0.061538 0.076923 0.076923 0.076923 0.153846 0.323077 0.2
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 3 2 3 10 9 5
N/A 1 % 0.030303 0 0.090909 0.060606 0.090909 0.30303 0.272727 0.151515
Non-superv 182 20+ # 7 4 3 5 8 12 23 23
Supervisor 22 % 0.082353 0.047059 0.035294 0.058824 0.094118 0.141176 0.270588 0.270588
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 10 8 11 10 20 35 49 39
N/A 2 % 0.054945 0.043956 0.06044 0.054945 0.10989 0.192308 0.269231 0.214286
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 0 1 2 1 4 7 7
DE 32 % 0 0 0.045455 0.090909 0.045455 0.181818 0.318182 0.318182
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 6


% 0 0 0 0 0.090909 0.272727 0.090909 0.545455
DE # 1 1 2 1 6 6 8 7


% 0.03125 0.03125 0.0625 0.03125 0.1875 0.1875 0.25 0.21875
DB-02/03 3 3 4 6 9 16 21 16


0.038462 0.038462 0.051282 0.076923 0.115385 0.205128 0.269231 0.205128
DB-04/05 # 6 4 6 5 5 13 26 17


% 0.073171 0.04878 0.073171 0.060976 0.060976 0.158537 0.317073 0.207317
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6. A one page supplement prepared by the employee for the branch chief to use during the
reconciliation process would be helpful.







6. A one page supplement prepared by the employee for the branch chief to use during the reconciliation process would be helpful.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 19 15 19 16 34 22 39 31 10
N/A 1 % 0.097436 0.076923 0.097436 0.082051 0.174359 0.112821 0.2 0.158974
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 0 0 0 6 3 3 5
20+ 85 % 0.105263 0 0 0 0.315789 0.157895 0.157895 0.263158
Total 205 4 to 10 # 5 4 5 6 13 6 17 6


% 0.080645 0.064516 0.080645 0.096774 0.209677 0.096774 0.274194 0.096774
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 8 3 4 3 4 3
N/A 1 % 0.1 0.066667 0.266667 0.1 0.133333 0.1 0.133333 0.1
Non-superv 182 20+ # 8 9 6 7 11 10 15 17
Supervisor 22 % 0.096386 0.108434 0.072289 0.084337 0.13253 0.120482 0.180723 0.204819
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 14 17 14 32 21 35 25
N/A 2 % 0.091954 0.08046 0.097701 0.08046 0.183908 0.12069 0.201149 0.143678
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 1 2 2 2 1 4 6
DE 32 % 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.05 0.2 0.3
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 2 0 1 2 3 1 0


% 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0
DE # 5 1 5 1 8 4 3 4


% 0.16129 0.032258 0.16129 0.032258 0.258065 0.129032 0.096774 0.129032
DB-02/03 5 5 4 8 13 11 18 10


0.067568 0.067568 0.054054 0.108108 0.175676 0.148649 0.243243 0.135135
DB-04/05 # 7 7 9 6 11 4 17 17


% 0.089744 0.089744 0.115385 0.076923 0.141026 0.051282 0.217949 0.217949
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3.7


7. Classified accomplishments receive as much weight in the performance appraisal process as
unclassified accomplishments.







7. Classified accomplishments receive as much weight in the performance appraisal process as unclassified accomplishments.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 11 15 16 20 14 18 10 92
N/A 1 % 0.079646 0.097345 0.132743 0.141593 0.176991 0.123894 0.159292 0.088496
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 2
20+ 85 % 0.142857 0 0 0.285714 0.142857 0.142857 0 0.285714
Total 205 4 to 10 # 5 3 4 8 6 2 3 3


% 0.147059 0.088235 0.117647 0.235294 0.176471 0.058824 0.088235 0.088235
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 4 4 0 4 3 4 0
N/A 1 % 0 0.210526 0.210526 0 0.210526 0.157895 0.210526 0
Non-superv 182 20+ # 3 4 7 6 9 8 11 5
Supervisor 22 % 0.056604 0.075472 0.132075 0.113208 0.169811 0.150943 0.207547 0.09434
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 8 10 14 15 18 11 14 6
N/A 2 % 0.083333 0.104167 0.145833 0.15625 0.1875 0.114583 0.145833 0.0625
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 1 1 1 2 3 4 4
DE 32 % 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.117647 0.176471 0.235294 0.235294
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1


% 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5
DE # 2 2 2 1 5 3 2 2


% 0.105263 0.105263 0.105263 0.052632 0.263158 0.157895 0.105263 0.105263
DB-02/03 3 2 5 10 8 3 6 2


0.076923 0.051282 0.128205 0.25641 0.205128 0.076923 0.153846 0.051282
DB-04/05 # 4 6 8 5 7 7 10 5


% 0.076923 0.115385 0.153846 0.096154 0.134615 0.134615 0.192308 0.096154
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3.2


8. I have a good understanding of how the reconciliation process works.







8. I have a good understanding of how the reconciliation process works.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 23 29 42 23 24 16 30 17 1
N/A 1 % 0.112745 0.142157 0.205882 0.112745 0.117647 0.078431 0.147059 0.083333
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 3 6 5 3 1 1 0
20+ 85 % 0.095238 0.142857 0.285714 0.238095 0.142857 0.047619 0.047619 0
Total 205 4 to 10 # 10 11 18 5 5 5 7 3


% 0.15625 0.171875 0.28125 0.078125 0.078125 0.078125 0.109375 0.046875
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 8 5 7 1 3 4
N/A 1 % 0.090909 0.060606 0.242424 0.151515 0.212121 0.030303 0.090909 0.121212
Non-superv 182 20+ # 7 13 10 8 9 9 19 10
Supervisor 22 % 0.082353 0.152941 0.117647 0.094118 0.105882 0.105882 0.223529 0.117647
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 22 27 42 22 21 16 24 7
N/A 2 % 0.121547 0.149171 0.232044 0.121547 0.116022 0.088398 0.132597 0.038674
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 2 0 1 3 0 6 10
DE 32 % 0 0.090909 0 0.045455 0.136364 0 0.272727 0.454545
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 1 3 0 1 2 3 0


% 0.090909 0.090909 0.272727 0 0.090909 0.181818 0.272727 0
DE # 7 3 8 4 4 2 3 1


% 0.21875 0.09375 0.25 0.125 0.125 0.0625 0.09375 0.03125
DB-02/03 10 16 22 13 8 5 4 0


0.128205 0.205128 0.282051 0.166667 0.102564 0.064103 0.051282 0
DB-04/05 # 4 9 9 6 11 7 20 15


% 0.049383 0.111111 0.111111 0.074074 0.135802 0.08642 0.246914 0.185185
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4.3


9. I receive constructive feedback from my supervisor on my rating.







9. I receive constructive feedback from my supervisor on my rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 13 13 16 17 42 38 35 28 3
N/A 1 % 0.064356 0.064356 0.079208 0.084158 0.207921 0.188119 0.173267 0.138614
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 6 3 3 5
20+ 85 % 0 0 0 0.055556 0.333333 0.166667 0.166667 0.277778
Total 205 4 to 10 # 5 4 3 7 11 13 11 11


% 0.076923 0.061538 0.046154 0.107692 0.169231 0.2 0.169231 0.169231
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 2 5 3 6 8 6 1
N/A 1 % 0.060606 0.060606 0.151515 0.090909 0.181818 0.242424 0.181818 0.030303
Non-superv 182 20+ # 6 6 8 6 19 14 15 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.070588 0.070588 0.094118 0.070588 0.223529 0.164706 0.176471 0.129412
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 12 10 13 16 37 33 31 27
N/A 2 % 0.067039 0.055866 0.072626 0.089385 0.206704 0.184358 0.173184 0.150838
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 2 3 1 5 5 4 1
DE 32 % 0.045455 0.090909 0.136364 0.045455 0.227273 0.227273 0.181818 0.045455
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 3


% 0 0 0.090909 0 0.272727 0.181818 0.181818 0.272727
DE # 4 3 2 2 5 5 3 7


% 0.129032 0.096774 0.064516 0.064516 0.16129 0.16129 0.096774 0.225806
DB-02/03 3 4 6 8 17 16 13 9


0.039474 0.052632 0.078947 0.105263 0.223684 0.210526 0.171053 0.118421
DB-04/05 # 6 4 7 7 17 15 17 9


% 0.073171 0.04878 0.085366 0.085366 0.207317 0.182927 0.207317 0.109756
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3.3


10. I understand how the Element Scoring Guide Adapted to ARL Environment (a.k.a.,
evaluation criteria) is applied to my annual performance rating.







10. I understand how the Element Scoring Guide Adapted to ARL Environment (a.k.a., evaluation criteria) is applied to my annual performance rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 23 15 37 29 34 39 16 11 1
N/A 1 % 0.112745 0.073529 0.181373 0.142157 0.166667 0.191176 0.078431 0.053922
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 1 5 2 4 7 0 0
20+ 85 % 0.095238 0.047619 0.238095 0.095238 0.190476 0.333333 0 0
Total 205 4 to 10 # 9 3 9 11 14 11 6 1


% 0.140625 0.046875 0.140625 0.171875 0.21875 0.171875 0.09375 0.015625
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 2 10 7 4 4 0 2
N/A 1 % 0.121212 0.060606 0.30303 0.212121 0.121212 0.121212 0 0.060606
Non-superv 182 20+ # 8 8 13 9 12 17 10 8
Supervisor 22 % 0.094118 0.094118 0.152941 0.105882 0.141176 0.2 0.117647 0.094118
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 22 13 36 26 31 34 13 6
N/A 2 % 0.121547 0.071823 0.198895 0.143646 0.171271 0.187845 0.071823 0.033149
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 1 1 3 3 5 3 5
DE 32 % 0.045455 0.045455 0.045455 0.136364 0.136364 0.227273 0.136364 0.227273
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 2 1 1 1 0 5 1 0


% 0.181818 0.090909 0.090909 0.090909 0 0.454545 0.090909 0
DE # 5 2 5 3 7 8 1 1


% 0.15625 0.0625 0.15625 0.09375 0.21875 0.25 0.03125 0.03125
DB-02/03 10 7 20 12 14 11 3 0


0.12987 0.090909 0.25974 0.155844 0.181818 0.142857 0.038961 0
DB-04/05 # 6 4 11 12 13 15 11 10


% 0.073171 0.04878 0.134146 0.146341 0.158537 0.182927 0.134146 0.121951
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5.3


11. Occupational families should be rated in pay pools consisting of that family only (i.e.,
separate DB, DE and DJ/DK pay pools).







11. Occupational families should be rated in pay pools consisting of that family only (i.e., separate DB, DE and DJ/DK pay pools).
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 4 6 6 29 39 44 59 11
N/A 1 % 0.036082 0.020619 0.030928 0.030928 0.149485 0.201031 0.226804 0.304124
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 0 2 3 3 9
20+ 85 % 0 0.055556 0 0 0.111111 0.166667 0.166667 0.5
Total 205 4 to 10 # 1 1 3 0 10 13 14 20


% 0.016129 0.016129 0.048387 0 0.16129 0.209677 0.225806 0.322581
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 0 0 2 4 7 9 7
N/A 1 % 0.064516 0 0 0.064516 0.129032 0.225806 0.290323 0.225806
Non-superv 182 20+ # 4 2 3 4 13 16 18 22
Supervisor 22 % 0.04878 0.02439 0.036585 0.04878 0.158537 0.195122 0.219512 0.268293
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 4 5 6 28 32 39 54
N/A 2 % 0.023256 0.023256 0.02907 0.034884 0.162791 0.186047 0.226744 0.313953
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 0 1 0 1 7 5 4
DE 32 % 0.142857 0 0.047619 0 0.047619 0.333333 0.238095 0.190476
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 6


% 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 0.6
DE # 0 0 0 0 2 2 8 19


% 0 0 0 0 0.064516 0.064516 0.258065 0.612903
DB-02/03 1 1 3 2 11 18 13 24


0.013699 0.013699 0.041096 0.027397 0.150685 0.246575 0.178082 0.328767
DB-04/05 # 6 2 3 3 16 17 22 9


% 0.076923 0.025641 0.038462 0.038462 0.205128 0.217949 0.282051 0.115385







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 5 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 
Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


4.2


12. The Performance Appraisal rating(s) that I receive generally match my level of performance.







12. The Performance Appraisal rating(s) that I receive generally match my level of performance.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 9 19 14 33 44 50 14 5
N/A 1 % 0.085 0.045 0.095 0.07 0.165 0.22 0.25 0.07
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 1 4 4 6 2
20+ 85 % 0 0 0.055556 0.055556 0.222222 0.222222 0.333333 0.111111
Total 205 4 to 10 # 5 2 5 6 6 13 21 6


% 0.078125 0.03125 0.078125 0.09375 0.09375 0.203125 0.328125 0.09375
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 3 2 2 6 9 7 2
N/A 1 % 0.060606 0.090909 0.060606 0.060606 0.181818 0.272727 0.212121 0.060606
Non-superv 182 20+ # 9 4 11 5 17 18 16 4
Supervisor 22 % 0.107143 0.047619 0.130952 0.059524 0.202381 0.214286 0.190476 0.047619
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 8 18 14 24 40 43 14
N/A 2 % 0.090395 0.045198 0.101695 0.079096 0.135593 0.225989 0.242938 0.079096
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 1 1 0 9 4 7 0
DE 32 % 0 0.045455 0.045455 0 0.409091 0.181818 0.318182 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 2


% 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2
DE # 5 2 5 1 5 4 7 2


% 0.16129 0.064516 0.16129 0.032258 0.16129 0.129032 0.225806 0.064516
DB-02/03 5 3 7 10 7 19 18 7


0.065789 0.039474 0.092105 0.131579 0.092105 0.25 0.236842 0.092105
DB-04/05 # 5 3 7 2 18 19 24 3


% 0.061728 0.037037 0.08642 0.024691 0.222222 0.234568 0.296296 0.037037
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2.9


13. The ARL Pay for Performance system enhances employee morale.







13. The ARL Pay for Performance system enhances employee morale.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 42 17 35 21 31 32 18 6 3
N/A 1 % 0.207921 0.084158 0.173267 0.10396 0.153465 0.158416 0.089109 0.029703
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 2 2 2 1 5 4 3
20+ 85 % 0.095238 0.095238 0.095238 0.095238 0.047619 0.238095 0.190476 0.142857
Total 205 4 to 10 # 9 6 10 8 11 10 6 2


% 0.145161 0.096774 0.16129 0.129032 0.177419 0.16129 0.096774 0.032258
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 0 7 4 6 6 2 1
N/A 1 % 0.212121 0 0.212121 0.121212 0.181818 0.181818 0.060606 0.030303
Non-superv 182 20+ # 24 8 16 7 13 11 6 0
Supervisor 22 % 0.282353 0.094118 0.188235 0.082353 0.152941 0.129412 0.070588 0
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 36 12 31 20 27 31 16 6
N/A 2 % 0.201117 0.067039 0.173184 0.111732 0.150838 0.173184 0.089385 0.03352
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 6 4 4 1 4 1 2 0
DE 32 % 0.272727 0.181818 0.181818 0.045455 0.181818 0.045455 0.090909 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 1


% 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0 0.1
DE # 13 1 4 2 2 7 1 2


% 0.40625 0.03125 0.125 0.0625 0.0625 0.21875 0.03125 0.0625
DB-02/03 16 9 13 10 11 11 5 2


0.207792 0.116883 0.168831 0.12987 0.142857 0.142857 0.064935 0.025974
DB-04/05 # 12 5 16 8 16 11 12 1


% 0.148148 0.061728 0.197531 0.098765 0.197531 0.135802 0.148148 0.012346
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3.8


14. A team’s efforts should affect the performance appraisal/rating of all team members.







14. A team's efforts should affect the performance appraisal/rating of all team members.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 18 20 24 17 30 38 32 17 9
N/A 1 % 0.091837 0.102041 0.122449 0.086735 0.153061 0.193878 0.163265 0.086735
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 2 3 1 5 4 1 1
20+ 85 % 0.105263 0.105263 0.157895 0.052632 0.263158 0.210526 0.052632 0.052632
Total 205 4 to 10 # 7 4 9 6 10 13 9 4


% 0.112903 0.064516 0.145161 0.096774 0.16129 0.209677 0.145161 0.064516
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 4 5 3 7 8 1
N/A 1 % 0.090909 0.060606 0.121212 0.151515 0.090909 0.212121 0.242424 0.030303
Non-superv 182 20+ # 5 12 8 5 12 14 14 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.061728 0.148148 0.098765 0.061728 0.148148 0.17284 0.17284 0.135802
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 15 17 21 15 25 35 30 15
N/A 2 % 0.086705 0.098266 0.121387 0.086705 0.144509 0.202312 0.17341 0.086705
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 3 3 2 5 3 2 2
DE 32 % 0.090909 0.136364 0.136364 0.090909 0.227273 0.136364 0.090909 0.090909
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 3 2 2 1


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.333333 0.222222 0.222222 0.111111
DE # 4 2 0 0 6 7 6 5


% 0.133333 0.066667 0 0 0.2 0.233333 0.2 0.166667
DB-02/03 4 7 13 11 11 15 10 6


0.051948 0.090909 0.168831 0.142857 0.142857 0.194805 0.12987 0.077922
DB-04/05 # 8 11 11 6 10 14 13 5


% 0.102564 0.141026 0.141026 0.076923 0.128205 0.179487 0.166667 0.064103
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15. The maximum number of shares (currently 0 to 4 shares) should be increased.







15. The maximum number of shares (currently 0 to 4 shares) should be increased.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 22 12 20 21 46 17 29 28 10
N/A 1 % 0.112821 0.061538 0.102564 0.107692 0.235897 0.087179 0.148718 0.14359
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 1 0 2 5 2 3 4
20+ 85 % 0.055556 0.055556 0 0.111111 0.277778 0.111111 0.166667 0.222222
Total 205 4 to 10 # 7 3 6 7 16 5 9 9


% 0.112903 0.048387 0.096774 0.112903 0.258065 0.080645 0.145161 0.145161
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 2 3 4 5 3 6 4
N/A 1 % 0.15625 0.0625 0.09375 0.125 0.15625 0.09375 0.1875 0.125
Non-superv 182 20+ # 8 6 11 8 20 7 11 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.097561 0.073171 0.134146 0.097561 0.243902 0.085366 0.134146 0.134146
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 17 9 20 18 40 17 26 25
N/A 2 % 0.098837 0.052326 0.116279 0.104651 0.232558 0.098837 0.151163 0.145349
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 4 3 0 3 6 0 3 3
DE 32 % 0.181818 0.136364 0 0.136364 0.272727 0 0.136364 0.136364
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 2 0 2 1 0 1 1 3


% 0.2 0 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0.3
DE # 4 3 4 1 6 1 5 6


% 0.133333 0.1 0.133333 0.033333 0.2 0.033333 0.166667 0.2
DB-02/03 5 3 6 12 18 11 10 7


0.069444 0.041667 0.083333 0.166667 0.25 0.152778 0.138889 0.097222
DB-04/05 # 10 6 8 6 22 4 13 12


% 0.123457 0.074074 0.098765 0.074074 0.271605 0.049383 0.160494 0.148148
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16. The payout amount should be directly linked to the numerical score.







16. The payout amount should be directly linked to the numerical score.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 7 11 16 42 50 28 27 9
N/A 1 % 0.076531 0.035714 0.056122 0.081633 0.214286 0.255102 0.142857 0.137755
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 3 4 7 2 3
20+ 85 % 0.047619 0 0.047619 0.142857 0.190476 0.333333 0.095238 0.142857
Total 205 4 to 10 # 2 1 2 5 10 21 12 8


% 0.032787 0.016393 0.032787 0.081967 0.163934 0.344262 0.196721 0.131148
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 1 2 6 10 3 5
N/A 1 % 0.09375 0.0625 0.03125 0.0625 0.1875 0.3125 0.09375 0.15625
Non-superv 182 20+ # 9 4 7 6 22 12 11 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.109756 0.04878 0.085366 0.073171 0.268293 0.146341 0.134146 0.134146
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 12 5 10 16 39 43 25 24
N/A 2 % 0.068966 0.028736 0.057471 0.091954 0.224138 0.247126 0.143678 0.137931
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 2 1 0 3 7 3 3
DE 32 % 0.136364 0.090909 0.045455 0 0.136364 0.318182 0.136364 0.136364
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 4 2 1 2


% 0.1 0 0 0 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2
DE # 1 0 1 3 5 7 9 5


% 0.032258 0 0.032258 0.096774 0.16129 0.225806 0.290323 0.16129
DB-02/03 4 2 6 7 19 21 5 11


0.053333 0.026667 0.08 0.093333 0.253333 0.28 0.066667 0.146667
DB-04/05 # 9 4 4 6 14 20 13 9


% 0.113924 0.050633 0.050633 0.075949 0.177215 0.253165 0.164557 0.113924
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17. My immediate supervisor is qualified to fully evaluate the impact of my work to the
organization and assign an accurate rating.







17. My immediate supervisor is qualified to fully evaluate the impact of my work to the organization and assign an accurate rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 12 6 10 17 28 41 53 35 3
N/A 1 % 0.059406 0.029703 0.049505 0.084158 0.138614 0.20297 0.262376 0.173267
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 2 1 2 0 3 9 4
20+ 85 % 0 0.095238 0.047619 0.095238 0 0.142857 0.428571 0.190476
Total 205 4 to 10 # 3 3 4 5 9 12 16 12


% 0.046875 0.046875 0.0625 0.078125 0.140625 0.1875 0.25 0.1875
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 0 1 3 5 9 9 1
N/A 1 % 0.096774 0 0.032258 0.096774 0.16129 0.290323 0.290323 0.032258
Non-superv 182 20+ # 6 1 4 7 14 17 18 18
Supervisor 22 % 0.070588 0.011765 0.047059 0.082353 0.164706 0.2 0.211765 0.211765
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 11 6 10 16 24 36 47 30
N/A 2 % 0.061111 0.033333 0.055556 0.088889 0.133333 0.2 0.261111 0.166667
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 1 0 0 1 4 5 5 5
DE 32 % 0.047619 0 0 0.047619 0.190476 0.238095 0.238095 0.238095
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 3 1 3 3


% 0 0 0 0 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3
DE # 4 2 1 1 1 9 4 9


% 0.129032 0.064516 0.032258 0.032258 0.032258 0.290323 0.129032 0.290323
DB-02/03 2 4 5 10 9 15 24 9


0.025641 0.051282 0.064103 0.128205 0.115385 0.192308 0.307692 0.115385
DB-04/05 # 6 0 4 6 14 16 21 14


% 0.074074 0 0.049383 0.074074 0.17284 0.197531 0.259259 0.17284
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18. My team leader should have some input to my objectives and rating.







18. My team leader should have some input to my objectives and rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 14 10 8 8 21 45 37 32 30
N/A 1 % 0.08 0.057143 0.045714 0.045714 0.12 0.257143 0.211429 0.182857
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 2 2 0 2 4 1 7
20+ 85 % 0.052632 0.105263 0.105263 0 0.105263 0.210526 0.052632 0.368421
Total 205 4 to 10 # 2 3 1 4 9 14 13 14


% 0.033333 0.05 0.016667 0.066667 0.15 0.233333 0.216667 0.233333
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 1 1 1 10 5 5
N/A 1 % 0.107143 0.071429 0.035714 0.035714 0.035714 0.357143 0.178571 0.178571
Non-superv 182 20+ # 7 3 4 3 9 17 18 6
Supervisor 22 % 0.104478 0.044776 0.059701 0.044776 0.134328 0.253731 0.268657 0.089552
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 13 8 8 8 19 41 34 30
N/A 2 % 0.080745 0.049689 0.049689 0.049689 0.118012 0.254658 0.21118 0.186335
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 2 0 0 2 4 3 2
DE 32 % 0 0.153846 0 0 0.153846 0.307692 0.230769 0.153846
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0


% 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0.666667 0 0
DE # 5 0 1 0 3 7 6 9


% 0.16129 0 0.032258 0 0.096774 0.225806 0.193548 0.290323
DB-02/03 3 4 2 6 9 21 18 13


0.039474 0.052632 0.026316 0.078947 0.118421 0.276316 0.236842 0.171053
DB-04/05 # 5 6 5 2 8 15 13 10


% 0.078125 0.09375 0.078125 0.03125 0.125 0.234375 0.203125 0.15625
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19. I am personally satisfied with the current ARL Pay for Performance system.







19. I am personally satisfied with the current ARL Pay for Performance system.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 31 8 28 18 31 38 30 17 4
N/A 1 % 0.154229 0.039801 0.139303 0.089552 0.154229 0.189055 0.149254 0.084577
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 0 3 2 2 6 1 4
20+ 85 % 0 0 0.166667 0.111111 0.111111 0.333333 0.055556 0.222222
Total 205 4 to 10 # 9 2 5 5 11 14 11 7


% 0.140625 0.03125 0.078125 0.078125 0.171875 0.21875 0.171875 0.109375
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 1 2 4 4 11 5 1
N/A 1 % 0.151515 0.030303 0.060606 0.121212 0.121212 0.333333 0.151515 0.030303
Non-superv 182 20+ # 17 5 17 7 14 7 13 5
Supervisor 22 % 0.2 0.058824 0.2 0.082353 0.164706 0.082353 0.152941 0.058824
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 26 3 26 17 29 35 25 17
N/A 2 % 0.146067 0.016854 0.146067 0.095506 0.162921 0.196629 0.140449 0.095506
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 5 5 1 1 2 3 5 0
DE 32 % 0.227273 0.227273 0.045455 0.045455 0.090909 0.136364 0.227273 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 2 1 2 0 2 2


% 0.1 0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0 0.2 0.2
DE # 11 0 3 0 3 3 6 5


% 0.354839 0 0.096774 0 0.096774 0.096774 0.193548 0.16129
DB-02/03 11 2 13 12 13 15 6 4


0.144737 0.026316 0.171053 0.157895 0.171053 0.197368 0.078947 0.052632
DB-04/05 # 8 6 9 5 12 20 16 6


% 0.097561 0.073171 0.109756 0.060976 0.146341 0.243902 0.195122 0.073171
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20. The ARL Pay for Performance system has helped me advance my career path.







20. The ARL Pay for Performance system has helped me advance my career path.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 29 11 15 20 25 33 37 25 10
N/A 1 % 0.148718 0.05641 0.076923 0.102564 0.128205 0.169231 0.189744 0.128205
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 1 2 2 3 4 2 2
20+ 85 % 0 0.0625 0.125 0.125 0.1875 0.25 0.125 0.125
Total 205 4 to 10 # 13 4 5 7 6 9 7 12


% 0.206349 0.063492 0.079365 0.111111 0.095238 0.142857 0.111111 0.190476
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 3 2 3 3 7 7 4
N/A 1 % 0.121212 0.090909 0.060606 0.090909 0.090909 0.212121 0.212121 0.121212
Non-superv 182 20+ # 12 2 6 8 13 13 21 7
Supervisor 22 % 0.146341 0.02439 0.073171 0.097561 0.158537 0.158537 0.256098 0.085366
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 27 9 13 19 22 29 31 23
N/A 2 % 0.156069 0.052023 0.075145 0.109827 0.127168 0.16763 0.179191 0.132948
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 1 2 1 3 4 6 2
DE 32 % 0.095238 0.047619 0.095238 0.047619 0.142857 0.190476 0.285714 0.095238
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 1 0 1 2 1


% 0.285714 0 0 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857
DE # 6 2 1 4 3 6 5 4


% 0.193548 0.064516 0.032258 0.129032 0.096774 0.193548 0.16129 0.129032
DB-02/03 13 6 9 11 14 13 5 4


0.173333 0.08 0.12 0.146667 0.186667 0.173333 0.066667 0.053333
DB-04/05 # 8 2 4 4 8 13 25 16


% 0.1 0.025 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.1625 0.3125 0.2
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21. The ARL Pay for Performance scoring criteria has been interpreted differently over the past
several years to slow the workforce�s advancement to the upper end of pay bands.







�21. The ARL Pay for Performance scoring criteria has been interpreted differently over the past several years to slow the workforce s advancement to the upper end of pay 
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 5 8 11 20 32 33 72 20
N/A 1 % 0.021622 0.027027 0.043243 0.059459 0.108108 0.172973 0.178378 0.389189
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 1 1 0 0 4 3 4
20+ 85 % 0 0.076923 0.076923 0 0 0.307692 0.230769 0.307692
Total 205 4 to 10 # 2 0 1 3 12 13 9 19


% 0.033898 0 0.016949 0.050847 0.20339 0.220339 0.152542 0.322034
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 2 3 4 8 3 12
N/A 1 % 0 0 0.0625 0.09375 0.125 0.25 0.09375 0.375
Non-superv 182 20+ # 2 4 3 5 4 7 18 37
Supervisor 22 % 0.025 0.05 0.0375 0.0625 0.05 0.0875 0.225 0.4625
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 2 3 5 9 20 29 29 66
N/A 2 % 0.01227 0.018405 0.030675 0.055215 0.122699 0.177914 0.177914 0.404908
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 2 2 2 0 3 4 6
DE 32 % 0.095238 0.095238 0.095238 0.095238 0 0.142857 0.190476 0.285714
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 5


% 0 0 0 0.125 0 0 0.25 0.625
DE # 1 0 2 1 3 4 6 12


% 0.034483 0 0.068966 0.034483 0.103448 0.137931 0.206897 0.413793
DB-02/03 0 1 0 3 11 15 10 29


0 0.014493 0 0.043478 0.15942 0.217391 0.144928 0.42029
DB-04/05 # 3 4 5 6 6 13 15 25


% 0.038961 0.051948 0.064935 0.077922 0.077922 0.168831 0.194805 0.324675
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22. Employees with unacceptable performance do not have sufficient incentives to be better
performers.







22. Employees with unacceptable performance do not have sufficient incentives to be better performers.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 11 17 18 25 34 21 42 22
N/A 1 % 0.081967 0.060109 0.092896 0.098361 0.136612 0.185792 0.114754 0.229508
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 2 1 0 2 6 2 1 5
20+ 85 % 0.105263 0.052632 0 0.105263 0.315789 0.105263 0.052632 0.263158
Total 205 4 to 10 # 7 1 5 8 6 11 9 10


% 0.122807 0.017544 0.087719 0.140351 0.105263 0.192982 0.157895 0.175439
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 2 3 2 3 6 5 11
N/A 1 % 0 0.0625 0.09375 0.0625 0.09375 0.1875 0.15625 0.34375
Non-superv 182 20+ # 5 7 9 6 10 15 6 16
Supervisor 22 % 0.067568 0.094595 0.121622 0.081081 0.135135 0.202703 0.081081 0.216216
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 12 9 17 15 23 28 18 38
N/A 2 % 0.075 0.05625 0.10625 0.09375 0.14375 0.175 0.1125 0.2375
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 2 0 3 2 6 3 4
DE 32 % 0.090909 0.090909 0 0.136364 0.090909 0.272727 0.136364 0.181818
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 3 0 1 0 0 1 1 2


% 0.375 0 0.125 0 0 0.125 0.125 0.25
DE # 3 1 4 4 2 5 2 7


% 0.107143 0.035714 0.142857 0.142857 0.071429 0.178571 0.071429 0.25
DB-02/03 3 3 6 8 11 14 9 16


0.042857 0.042857 0.085714 0.114286 0.157143 0.2 0.128571 0.228571
DB-04/05 # 5 7 6 6 12 14 8 17


% 0.066667 0.093333 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.186667 0.106667 0.226667







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 33 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


4.7


23. In general, supervisors are not addressing employees with unsuccessful performance.







23. In general, supervisors are not addressing employees with unsuccessful performance.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 5 12 7 11 36 39 20 42 33
N/A 1 % 0.02907 0.069767 0.040698 0.063953 0.209302 0.226744 0.116279 0.244186
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 0 2 5 1 6
20+ 85 % 0 0.066667 0 0 0.133333 0.333333 0.066667 0.4
Total 205 4 to 10 # 2 1 1 3 10 16 6 13


% 0.038462 0.019231 0.019231 0.057692 0.192308 0.307692 0.115385 0.25
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 1 0 3 6 4 5 9
N/A 1 % 0 0.035714 0 0.107143 0.214286 0.142857 0.178571 0.321429
Non-superv 182 20+ # 3 9 6 5 18 14 7 14
Supervisor 22 % 0.039474 0.118421 0.078947 0.065789 0.236842 0.184211 0.092105 0.184211
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 5 10 5 7 31 35 18 38
N/A 2 % 0.033557 0.067114 0.033557 0.04698 0.208054 0.234899 0.120805 0.255034
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 2 2 4 5 4 1 4
DE 32 % 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.181818 0.227273 0.181818 0.045455 0.181818
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 3


% 0 0 0 0 0.125 0.375 0.125 0.375
DE # 3 0 2 5 4 6 2 6


% 0.107143 0 0.071429 0.178571 0.142857 0.214286 0.071429 0.214286
DB-02/03 1 4 1 2 13 17 9 14


0.016393 0.065574 0.016393 0.032787 0.213115 0.278689 0.147541 0.229508
DB-04/05 # 1 8 4 4 18 13 7 18


% 0.013699 0.109589 0.054795 0.054795 0.246575 0.178082 0.09589 0.246575
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24. Which Performance Appraisal element is most important to you?







24. Which Performance Appraisal element is most important to you?
All  A  B  C  D N/A


All # 26 77 31 65 6
N/A 1 % 0.130653 0.386935 0.155779 0.326633
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service  A  B  C  D 
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 6 2 11
20+ 85 % 0.05 0.3 0.1 0.55
Total 205 4 to 10 # 11 24 7 21


% 0.174603 0.380952 0.111111 0.333333
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 6 12 6 9
N/A 1 % 0.181818 0.363636 0.181818 0.272727
Non-superv 182 20+ # 8 34 16 24
Supervisor 22 % 0.097561 0.414634 0.195122 0.292683
Total 205


Supervisory Role  A  B  C  D 
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 23 69 27 57
N/A 2 % 0.130682 0.392045 0.153409 0.323864
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 7 4 8
DE 32 % 0.136364 0.318182 0.181818 0.363636
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group  A  B  C  D 
Total 205 DJ/DK # 0 3 4 3


% 0 0.3 0.4 0.3
DE # 3 12 5 9


% 0.103448 0.413793 0.172414 0.310345
DB-02/03 11 29 11 25


0.144737 0.381579 0.144737 0.328947
DB-04/05 # 12 31 11 28


% 0.146341 0.378049 0.134146 0.341463
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6.0


25. There is �downward� pressure from Laboratory−level management to reduce the
percentage of Distinguished ratings and increase the percentage of Successful ratings.







  25. There is downward pressure from Laboratory-level management to reduce the percentage of Distinguished ratings and increase the percentage of Successful ratings.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 3 2 5 4 14 23 35 104 15
N/A 1 % 0.015789 0.010526 0.026316 0.021053 0.073684 0.121053 0.184211 0.547368
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 1 4 3 10
20+ 85 % 0 0 0 0 0.055556 0.222222 0.166667 0.555556
Total 205 4 to 10 # 1 1 0 1 5 9 18 24


% 0.016949 0.016949 0 0.016949 0.084746 0.152542 0.305085 0.40678
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 2 0 1 4 5 18
N/A 1 % 0.032258 0 0.064516 0 0.032258 0.129032 0.16129 0.580645
Non-superv 182 20+ # 1 1 3 3 7 5 9 52
Supervisor 22 % 0.012346 0.012346 0.037037 0.037037 0.08642 0.061728 0.111111 0.641975
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 2 4 4 13 21 32 88
N/A 2 % 0.017964 0.011976 0.023952 0.023952 0.077844 0.125749 0.191617 0.526946
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 16
DE 32 % 0 0 0.045455 0 0.045455 0.045455 0.136364 0.727273
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 8


% 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.8
DE # 1 1 0 1 1 5 5 15


% 0.034483 0.034483 0 0.034483 0.034483 0.172414 0.172414 0.517241
DB-02/03 1 0 1 1 8 8 18 32


0.014493 0 0.014493 0.014493 0.115942 0.115942 0.26087 0.463768
DB-04/05 # 0 1 3 2 5 9 12 48


% 0 0.0125 0.0375 0.025 0.0625 0.1125 0.15 0.6
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5.1


26. The distribution of supervisor ratings should be comparable to the distribution of
non−supervisory employee ratings.







26. The distribution of supervisor ratings should be comparable to the distribution of non-supervisory employee ratings.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 8 8 17 20 22 33 67 21
N/A 1 % 0.048913 0.043478 0.043478 0.092391 0.108696 0.119565 0.179348 0.36413
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 2 3 2 1 6
20+ 85 % 0.0625 0 0.0625 0.125 0.1875 0.125 0.0625 0.375
Total 205 4 to 10 # 0 0 3 6 5 7 15 22


% 0 0 0.051724 0.103448 0.086207 0.12069 0.258621 0.37931
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 2 1 3 2 6 5 9
N/A 1 % 0.066667 0.066667 0.033333 0.1 0.066667 0.2 0.166667 0.3
Non-superv 182 20+ # 6 6 3 6 10 7 12 29
Supervisor 22 % 0.075949 0.075949 0.037975 0.075949 0.126582 0.088608 0.151899 0.367089
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 2 3 6 15 19 19 32 66
N/A 2 % 0.012346 0.018519 0.037037 0.092593 0.117284 0.117284 0.197531 0.407407
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 7 5 2 2 1 3 1 0
DE 32 % 0.333333 0.238095 0.095238 0.095238 0.047619 0.142857 0.047619 0
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 5


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111 0.555556
DE # 1 0 1 3 3 3 7 6


% 0.041667 0 0.041667 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.291667 0.25
DB-02/03 1 0 3 7 7 10 16 28


0.013889 0 0.041667 0.097222 0.097222 0.138889 0.222222 0.388889
DB-04/05 # 6 8 4 7 9 8 9 26


% 0.077922 0.103896 0.051948 0.090909 0.116883 0.103896 0.116883 0.337662
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5.1


27. Employee should be able to provide inputs on the performance of supervisors.







27. Employee should be able to provide inputs on the performance of supervisors.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 10 11 8 7 29 35 30 71 4
N/A 1 % 0.049751 0.054726 0.039801 0.034826 0.144279 0.174129 0.149254 0.353234
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 0 2 5 4 8
20+ 85 % 0.047619 0 0.047619 0 0.095238 0.238095 0.190476 0.380952
Total 205 4 to 10 # 1 5 4 2 8 10 7 26


% 0.015873 0.079365 0.063492 0.031746 0.126984 0.15873 0.111111 0.412698
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 0 0 3 6 7 5 9
N/A 1 % 0.090909 0 0 0.090909 0.181818 0.212121 0.151515 0.272727
Non-superv 182 20+ # 5 6 3 2 13 13 14 27
Supervisor 22 % 0.060241 0.072289 0.036145 0.024096 0.156627 0.156627 0.168675 0.325301
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 7 10 7 6 27 29 23 69
N/A 2 % 0.039326 0.05618 0.039326 0.033708 0.151685 0.162921 0.129213 0.38764
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 3 1 1 1 2 6 7 1
DE 32 % 0.136364 0.045455 0.045455 0.045455 0.090909 0.272727 0.318182 0.045455
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 4


% 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0.4
DE # 3 2 1 2 3 3 5 12


% 0.096774 0.064516 0.032258 0.064516 0.096774 0.096774 0.16129 0.387097
DB-02/03 1 2 2 1 13 14 10 34


0.012987 0.025974 0.025974 0.012987 0.168831 0.181818 0.12987 0.441558
DB-04/05 # 5 6 5 3 11 18 14 19


% 0.061728 0.074074 0.061728 0.037037 0.135802 0.222222 0.17284 0.234568







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


All Responses, Except 43 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


 35%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


2.1


28. WMRD does a good job of addressing poor supervisory performance.







28. WMRD does a good job of addressing poor supervisory performance.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 47 17 35 19 31 7 4 2 43
N/A 1 % 0.290123 0.104938 0.216049 0.117284 0.191358 0.04321 0.024691 0.012346
0 to 3 21
4 to 10 65 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 33 0 to 3 # 3 2 3 2 2 1 0 0
20+ 85 % 0.230769 0.153846 0.230769 0.153846 0.153846 0.076923 0 0
Total 205 4 to 10 # 13 5 13 5 11 2 2 0


% 0.254902 0.098039 0.254902 0.098039 0.215686 0.039216 0.039216 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 11 3 7 4 3 1 0 0
N/A 1 % 0.37931 0.103448 0.241379 0.137931 0.103448 0.034483 0 0
Non-superv 182 20+ # 19 7 12 8 15 3 2 2
Supervisor 22 % 0.279412 0.102941 0.176471 0.117647 0.220588 0.044118 0.029412 0.029412
Total 205


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 44 15 30 17 27 5 2 1
N/A 2 % 0.312057 0.106383 0.212766 0.120567 0.191489 0.035461 0.014184 0.007092
DJ/DK 11 Supervisor # 2 2 5 2 4 2 2 1
DE 32 % 0.1 0.1 0.25 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.05
DB-02/03 78
DB-04/05 82 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 205 DJ/DK # 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 0


% 0.375 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.25 0 0 0
DE # 9 2 5 3 3 1 0 1


% 0.375 0.083333 0.208333 0.125 0.125 0.041667 0 0.041667
DB-02/03 16 7 13 9 10 2 2 0


0.271186 0.118644 0.220339 0.152542 0.169492 0.033898 0.033898 0
DB-04/05 # 18 6 16 6 16 4 2 1


% 0.26087 0.086957 0.231884 0.086957 0.231884 0.057971 0.028986 0.014493
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2.5


1. The length of time between the performance constituting an award and the date of receipt of
award is appropriate.







1. The length of time between the performance constituting an award and the date of receipt of award is appropriate.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 38 16 29 17 33 15 9 3 19
N/A 2 % 0.2375 0.1 0.18125 0.10625 0.20625 0.09375 0.05625 0.01875
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 4 2 1 0
20+ 76 % 0 0 0 0.125 0.5 0.25 0.125 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 6 7 11 9 9 5 2 2


% 0.117647 0.137255 0.215686 0.176471 0.176471 0.098039 0.039216 0.039216
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 8 2 5 3 5 2 2 0
N/A 3 % 0.296296 0.074074 0.185185 0.111111 0.185185 0.074074 0.074074 0
Non-superv 154 20+ # 23 7 13 4 14 6 4 1
Supervisor 22 % 0.319444 0.097222 0.180556 0.055556 0.194444 0.083333 0.055556 0.013889
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 28 15 23 16 29 14 9 2
N/A 3 % 0.205882 0.110294 0.169118 0.117647 0.213235 0.102941 0.066176 0.014706
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 9 1 6 1 3 1 0 1
DE 28 % 0.409091 0.045455 0.272727 0.045455 0.136364 0.045455 0 0.045455
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 4 2 1 0


% 0.222222 0 0 0 0.444444 0.222222 0.111111 0
DE # 7 4 7 2 1 3 0 0


% 0.291667 0.166667 0.291667 0.083333 0.041667 0.125 0 0
DB-02/03 6 4 5 10 12 5 5 2


0.122449 0.081633 0.102041 0.204082 0.244898 0.102041 0.102041 0.040816
DB-04/05 # 21 8 17 5 15 5 3 1


% 0.28 0.106667 0.226667 0.066667 0.2 0.066667 0.04 0.013333
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5.2


2. The process to notify an employee and his/her supervisor on the approval and basis of the
award needs improvement.







2. The process to notify an employee and his/her supervisor on the approval and basis of the award needs improvement.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 3 4 6 26 36 34 42 24
N/A 2 % 0.025806 0.019355 0.025806 0.03871 0.167742 0.232258 0.219355 0.270968
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 1 3 2 1 2
20+ 76 % 0 0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2
Total 179 4 to 10 # 2 2 1 3 9 10 14 8


% 0.040816 0.040816 0.020408 0.061224 0.183673 0.204082 0.285714 0.163265
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 0 0 0 3 8 7 7
N/A 3 % 0.074074 0 0 0 0.111111 0.296296 0.259259 0.259259
Non-superv 154 20+ # 0 1 2 2 10 16 12 24
Supervisor 22 % 0 0.014925 0.029851 0.029851 0.149254 0.238806 0.179104 0.358209
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 3 4 4 23 29 30 33
N/A 3 % 0.030769 0.023077 0.030769 0.030769 0.176923 0.223077 0.230769 0.253846
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 0 0 2 2 7 4 7
DE 28 % 0 0 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.318182 0.181818 0.318182
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 3


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.333333 0.333333
DE # 1 0 1 1 3 9 2 8


% 0.04 0 0.04 0.04 0.12 0.36 0.08 0.32
DB-02/03 1 3 1 2 11 9 13 9


0.020408 0.061224 0.020408 0.040816 0.22449 0.183673 0.265306 0.183673
DB-04/05 # 1 0 2 3 10 16 16 21


% 0.014493 0 0.028986 0.043478 0.144928 0.231884 0.231884 0.304348
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3.2


3. I am aware of the different types of monetary and non−monetary awards available to
employees.







3. I am aware of the different types of monetary and non-monetary awards available to employees.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 30 23 30 11 22 23 23 15 2
N/A 2 % 0.169492 0.129944 0.169492 0.062147 0.124294 0.129944 0.129944 0.084746
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 5 3 5 1 0 1 0 1
20+ 76 % 0.3125 0.1875 0.3125 0.0625 0 0.0625 0 0.0625
Total 179 4 to 10 # 14 11 12 7 8 2 1 1


% 0.25 0.196429 0.214286 0.125 0.142857 0.035714 0.017857 0.017857
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 4 4 0 4 6 2 2
N/A 3 % 0.185185 0.148148 0.148148 0 0.148148 0.222222 0.074074 0.074074
Non-superv 154 20+ # 5 5 8 3 10 14 20 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.065789 0.065789 0.105263 0.039474 0.131579 0.184211 0.263158 0.144737
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 29 21 28 10 19 20 16 9
N/A 3 % 0.190789 0.138158 0.184211 0.065789 0.125 0.131579 0.105263 0.059211
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 2 1 1 3 3 7 5
DE 28 % 0 0.090909 0.045455 0.045455 0.136364 0.136364 0.318182 0.227273
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 2 0 1 0 1 1 2 2


% 0.222222 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.222222 0.222222
DE # 6 3 6 3 3 5 0 1


% 0.222222 0.111111 0.222222 0.111111 0.111111 0.185185 0 0.037037
DB-02/03 16 10 13 5 6 6 2 2


0.266667 0.166667 0.216667 0.083333 0.1 0.1 0.033333 0.033333
DB-04/05 # 5 10 9 3 12 11 18 10


% 0.064103 0.128205 0.115385 0.038462 0.153846 0.141026 0.230769 0.128205
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3.1


4. I understand the basis for justifying/receiving different types of monetary and honorary
awards.







4. I understand the basis for justifying/receiving different types of monetary and honorary awards.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 29 18 29 20 33 23 14 11 2
N/A 2 % 0.163842 0.101695 0.163842 0.112994 0.186441 0.129944 0.079096 0.062147
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 5 3 2 4 0 2 0 0
20+ 76 % 0.3125 0.1875 0.125 0.25 0 0.125 0 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 11 7 12 9 10 4 1 2


% 0.196429 0.125 0.214286 0.160714 0.178571 0.071429 0.017857 0.035714
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 2 6 2 5 3 2 2
N/A 3 % 0.185185 0.074074 0.222222 0.074074 0.185185 0.111111 0.074074 0.074074
Non-superv 154 20+ # 8 5 8 5 18 14 11 7
Supervisor 22 % 0.105263 0.065789 0.105263 0.065789 0.236842 0.184211 0.144737 0.092105
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 29 17 28 18 28 16 10 6
N/A 3 % 0.190789 0.111842 0.184211 0.118421 0.184211 0.105263 0.065789 0.039474
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 0 0 2 5 7 4 4
DE 28 % 0 0 0 0.090909 0.227273 0.318182 0.181818 0.181818
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 2


% 0.111111 0 0.111111 0 0.222222 0.222222 0.111111 0.222222
DE # 6 1 6 3 4 4 1 2


% 0.222222 0.037037 0.222222 0.111111 0.148148 0.148148 0.037037 0.074074
DB-02/03 14 10 11 9 11 4 1 0


0.233333 0.166667 0.183333 0.15 0.183333 0.066667 0.016667 0
DB-04/05 # 8 6 10 8 16 12 11 7


% 0.102564 0.076923 0.128205 0.102564 0.205128 0.153846 0.141026 0.089744
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2.7


5. My supervisor utilizes the different types of available awards.







5. My supervisor utilizes the different types of available awards.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 29 21 35 15 24 21 11 4 19
N/A 2 % 0.18125 0.13125 0.21875 0.09375 0.15 0.13125 0.06875 0.025
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 3 3 0 0 3 1 0
20+ 76 % 0.090909 0.272727 0.272727 0 0 0.272727 0.090909 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 15 7 13 4 3 5 2 2


% 0.294118 0.137255 0.254902 0.078431 0.058824 0.098039 0.039216 0.039216
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 6 2 6 3 3 4 1 0
N/A 3 % 0.24 0.08 0.24 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.04 0
Non-superv 154 20+ # 7 9 12 7 18 9 7 2
Supervisor 22 % 0.098592 0.126761 0.169014 0.098592 0.253521 0.126761 0.098592 0.028169
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 28 18 29 11 19 21 10 3
N/A 3 % 0.201439 0.129496 0.208633 0.079137 0.136691 0.151079 0.071942 0.021583
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 3 5 3 5 0 1 0
DE 28 % 0.055556 0.166667 0.277778 0.166667 0.277778 0 0.055556 0
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 1


% 0 0 0.142857 0 0.428571 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857
DE # 7 0 7 5 3 3 1 1


% 0.259259 0 0.259259 0.185185 0.111111 0.111111 0.037037 0.037037
DB-02/03 13 7 11 3 4 8 5 0


0.254902 0.137255 0.215686 0.058824 0.078431 0.156863 0.098039 0
DB-04/05 # 9 14 15 6 14 9 4 2


% 0.123288 0.191781 0.205479 0.082192 0.191781 0.123288 0.054795 0.027397
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2.2


6. The use of awards as a means to recognize employee achievements is equitable across
organizations within WMRD.







6. The use of awards as a means to recognize employee achievements is equitable across organizations within WMRD.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 32 30 26 20 17 9 6 3 36
N/A 2 % 0.223776 0.20979 0.181818 0.13986 0.118881 0.062937 0.041958 0.020979
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 0
20+ 76 % 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857 0.142857 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 10 14 9 8 3 5 0 1


% 0.2 0.28 0.18 0.16 0.06 0.1 0 0.02
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 5 4 3 2 1 0 1
N/A 3 % 0.304348 0.217391 0.173913 0.130435 0.086957 0.043478 0 0.043478
Non-superv 154 20+ # 14 11 11 8 9 2 5 1
Supervisor 22 % 0.229508 0.180328 0.180328 0.131148 0.147541 0.032787 0.081967 0.016393
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 30 25 22 15 14 9 4 2
N/A 3 % 0.247934 0.206612 0.181818 0.123967 0.115702 0.07438 0.033058 0.016529
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 5 3 5 2 0 2 0
DE 28 % 0.105263 0.263158 0.157895 0.263158 0.105263 0 0.105263 0
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0


% 0.571429 0.285714 0 0.142857 0 0 0 0
DE # 7 5 7 2 1 0 0 2


% 0.291667 0.208333 0.291667 0.083333 0.041667 0 0 0.083333
DB-02/03 11 9 7 7 6 6 2 0


0.229167 0.1875 0.145833 0.145833 0.125 0.125 0.041667 0
DB-04/05 # 10 14 11 10 9 3 3 1


% 0.163934 0.229508 0.180328 0.163934 0.147541 0.04918 0.04918 0.016393
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4.6


7. All awards should be publicized.







7. All awards should be publicized.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 12 9 10 15 22 28 32 43 8
N/A 2 % 0.070175 0.052632 0.05848 0.087719 0.128655 0.163743 0.187135 0.251462
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 2 2 3 4 4
20+ 76 % 0 0 0.0625 0.125 0.125 0.1875 0.25 0.25
Total 179 4 to 10 # 4 3 1 6 5 10 12 12


% 0.075472 0.056604 0.018868 0.113208 0.09434 0.188679 0.226415 0.226415
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 4 2 3 3 3 7
N/A 3 % 0.115385 0.038462 0.153846 0.076923 0.115385 0.115385 0.115385 0.269231
Non-superv 154 20+ # 5 5 4 4 12 12 13 19
Supervisor 22 % 0.067568 0.067568 0.054054 0.054054 0.162162 0.162162 0.175676 0.256757
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 10 5 9 12 19 25 28 38
N/A 3 % 0.068493 0.034247 0.061644 0.082192 0.130137 0.171233 0.191781 0.260274
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 4 1 2 3 3 4 4
DE 28 % 0.045455 0.181818 0.045455 0.090909 0.136364 0.136364 0.181818 0.181818
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 3


% 0.111111 0 0 0.222222 0 0 0.333333 0.333333
DE # 4 2 4 2 2 3 3 5


% 0.16 0.08 0.16 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.2
DB-02/03 3 2 1 4 10 13 11 15


0.050847 0.033898 0.016949 0.067797 0.169492 0.220339 0.186441 0.254237
DB-04/05 # 4 5 5 6 10 11 15 19


% 0.053333 0.066667 0.066667 0.08 0.133333 0.146667 0.2 0.253333
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1.5


8. Monetary awards should be eliminated.







8. Monetary awards should be eliminated.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 80 22 31 12 14 4 5 6 5
N/A 2 % 0.45977 0.126437 0.178161 0.068966 0.08046 0.022989 0.028736 0.034483
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 9 2 2 1 1 0 0 1
20+ 76 % 0.5625 0.125 0.125 0.0625 0.0625 0 0 0.0625
Total 179 4 to 10 # 27 5 14 4 4 1 1 0


% 0.482143 0.089286 0.25 0.071429 0.071429 0.017857 0.017857 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 9 5 7 2 0 2 0 1
N/A 3 % 0.346154 0.192308 0.269231 0.076923 0 0.076923 0 0.038462
Non-superv 154 20+ # 35 10 8 4 9 1 3 4
Supervisor 22 % 0.472973 0.135135 0.108108 0.054054 0.121622 0.013514 0.040541 0.054054
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 71 19 28 11 11 3 3 4
N/A 3 % 0.473333 0.126667 0.186667 0.073333 0.073333 0.02 0.02 0.026667
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 8 3 3 0 3 1 1 2
DE 28 % 0.380952 0.142857 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.047619 0.047619 0.095238
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 6 0 1 0 1 0 0 0


% 0.75 0 0.125 0 0.125 0 0 0
DE # 14 3 6 4 0 0 0 0


% 0.518519 0.111111 0.222222 0.148148 0 0 0 0
DB-02/03 28 6 10 4 5 2 1 2


0.482759 0.103448 0.172414 0.068966 0.086207 0.034483 0.017241 0.034483
DB-04/05 # 31 13 14 3 8 2 3 4


% 0.397436 0.166667 0.179487 0.038462 0.102564 0.025641 0.038462 0.051282
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3.8


9. Receiving a monetary award can negatively affect my performance rating.







9. Receiving a monetary award can negatively affect my performance rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 17 21 9 21 17 17 31 29
N/A 2 % 0.113333 0.113333 0.14 0.06 0.14 0.113333 0.113333 0.206667
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 0
20+ 76 % 0.166667 0.166667 0.333333 0 0.166667 0.166667 0 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 9 6 9 5 6 6 2 7


% 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.1 0.12 0.12 0.04 0.14
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 3 5 1 2 3 4 5
N/A 3 % 0.041667 0.125 0.208333 0.041667 0.083333 0.125 0.166667 0.208333
Non-superv 154 20+ # 6 6 5 2 12 7 11 19
Supervisor 22 % 0.088235 0.088235 0.073529 0.029412 0.176471 0.102941 0.161765 0.279412
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 15 14 18 8 19 15 13 25
N/A 3 % 0.11811 0.110236 0.141732 0.062992 0.149606 0.11811 0.102362 0.19685
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 2 3 0 2 2 4 6
DE 28 % 0.05 0.1 0.15 0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 4


% 0.125 0 0 0 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.5
DE # 6 2 3 1 2 4 1 7


% 0.230769 0.076923 0.115385 0.038462 0.076923 0.153846 0.038462 0.269231
DB-02/03 5 8 12 3 4 4 5 3


0.113636 0.181818 0.272727 0.068182 0.090909 0.090909 0.113636 0.068182
DB-04/05 # 5 6 6 4 14 8 10 17


% 0.071429 0.085714 0.085714 0.057143 0.2 0.114286 0.142857 0.242857







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 60 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


 35%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


3.0


10. I have received an award so that my supervisor did not have to give me as high of a rating as
I deserved.







10. I have received an award so that my supervisor did not have to give me as high of a rating as I deserved.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 26 18 19 4 12 10 16 14 60
N/A 2 % 0.218487 0.151261 0.159664 0.033613 0.10084 0.084034 0.134454 0.117647
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
20+ 76 % 0.333333 0.333333 0 0 0.333333 0 0 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 8 7 6 1 4 1 5 3


% 0.228571 0.2 0.171429 0.028571 0.114286 0.028571 0.142857 0.085714
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 6 4 0 0 2 2 3
N/A 3 % 0.105263 0.315789 0.210526 0 0 0.105263 0.105263 0.157895
Non-superv 154 20+ # 14 4 9 2 7 7 9 8
Supervisor 22 % 0.233333 0.066667 0.15 0.033333 0.116667 0.116667 0.15 0.133333
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 19 15 15 3 11 10 15 12
N/A 3 % 0.19 0.15 0.15 0.03 0.11 0.1 0.15 0.12
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 3 4 0 1 0 1 2
DE 28 % 0.3125 0.1875 0.25 0 0.0625 0 0.0625 0.125
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0


% 0.166667 0 0 0 0.333333 0.5 0 0
DE # 4 1 2 2 3 2 2 5


% 0.190476 0.047619 0.095238 0.095238 0.142857 0.095238 0.095238 0.238095
DB-02/03 7 5 5 1 2 2 6 1


0.241379 0.172414 0.172414 0.034483 0.068966 0.068966 0.206897 0.034483
DB-04/05 # 13 12 12 0 5 3 8 8


% 0.213115 0.196721 0.196721 0 0.081967 0.04918 0.131148 0.131148
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5.1


11. A higher performance rating is more motivational than an On−the−Spot or Special Act award.







11. A higher performance rating is more motivational than an On-the-Spot or Special Act award.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 5 7 7 14 25 24 35 57 5
N/A 2 % 0.028736 0.04023 0.04023 0.08046 0.143678 0.137931 0.201149 0.327586
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 2 0 1 2 2 2 1 6
20+ 76 % 0.125 0 0.0625 0.125 0.125 0.125 0.0625 0.375
Total 179 4 to 10 # 1 3 2 7 5 11 13 16


% 0.017241 0.051724 0.034483 0.12069 0.086207 0.189655 0.224138 0.275862
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 1 0 1 5 4 5 9
N/A 3 % 0 0.04 0 0.04 0.2 0.16 0.2 0.36
Non-superv 154 20+ # 2 3 4 4 11 7 16 26
Supervisor 22 % 0.027397 0.041096 0.054795 0.054795 0.150685 0.09589 0.219178 0.356164
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 7 6 13 22 20 28 51
N/A 3 % 0.02 0.046667 0.04 0.086667 0.146667 0.133333 0.186667 0.34
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 1 4 7 6
DE 28 % 0.047619 0 0.047619 0.047619 0.047619 0.190476 0.333333 0.285714
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 4


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0.111111 0.444444
DE # 2 1 3 1 2 3 5 9


% 0.076923 0.038462 0.115385 0.038462 0.076923 0.115385 0.192308 0.346154
DB-02/03 0 1 2 9 8 11 11 17


0 0.016949 0.033898 0.152542 0.135593 0.186441 0.186441 0.288136
DB-04/05 # 2 5 2 4 10 9 18 27


% 0.025974 0.064935 0.025974 0.051948 0.12987 0.116883 0.233766 0.350649
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5.9


12. Honorary awards should positively affect my annual performance rating.







12. Honorary awards should positively affect my annual performance rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 2 1 3 11 31 40 86 1
N/A 2 % 0.022472 0.011236 0.005618 0.016854 0.061798 0.174157 0.224719 0.483146
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 12
20+ 76 % 0 0 0 0 0.0625 0.125 0.0625 0.75
Total 179 4 to 10 # 0 0 0 0 0 12 13 33


% 0 0 0 0 0 0.206897 0.224138 0.568966
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 1 3 3 8 12
N/A 3 % 0 0 0 0.037037 0.111111 0.111111 0.296296 0.444444
Non-superv 154 20+ # 4 2 1 2 6 14 18 28
Supervisor 22 % 0.053333 0.026667 0.013333 0.026667 0.08 0.186667 0.24 0.373333
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 2 0 2 9 28 34 75
N/A 3 % 0.019608 0.013072 0 0.013072 0.058824 0.183007 0.222222 0.490196
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 1 3 6 9
DE 28 % 0.045455 0 0.045455 0.045455 0.045455 0.136364 0.272727 0.409091
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 6


% 0.111111 0 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0 0.666667
DE # 1 1 1 0 1 6 3 15


% 0.035714 0.035714 0.035714 0 0.035714 0.214286 0.107143 0.535714
DB-02/03 0 1 0 0 3 13 12 31


0 0.016667 0 0 0.05 0.216667 0.2 0.516667
DB-04/05 # 2 0 0 2 6 11 25 32


% 0.025641 0 0 0.025641 0.076923 0.141026 0.320513 0.410256
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13. It would be beneficial to workforce morale if there were more WMRD honorary awards.







13. It would be beneficial to workforce morale if there were more WMRD honorary awards.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 8 12 16 37 24 22 43 10
N/A 2 % 0.04142 0.047337 0.071006 0.094675 0.218935 0.142012 0.130178 0.254438
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 3 3 5 0 2
20+ 76 % 0.071429 0 0 0.214286 0.214286 0.357143 0 0.142857
Total 179 4 to 10 # 1 0 6 6 9 9 9 16


% 0.017857 0 0.107143 0.107143 0.160714 0.160714 0.160714 0.285714
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 3 4 0 6 2 3 6
N/A 3 % 0.04 0.12 0.16 0 0.24 0.08 0.12 0.24
Non-superv 154 20+ # 4 5 2 7 17 8 10 19
Supervisor 22 % 0.055556 0.069444 0.027778 0.097222 0.236111 0.111111 0.138889 0.263889
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 8 10 14 29 21 19 39
N/A 3 % 0.027778 0.055556 0.069444 0.097222 0.201389 0.145833 0.131944 0.270833
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 3 0 2 2 5 3 3 4
DE 28 % 0.136364 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.227273 0.136364 0.136364 0.181818
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 3


% 0 0.142857 0 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.142857 0.428571
DE # 2 0 2 1 4 2 3 12


% 0.076923 0 0.076923 0.038462 0.153846 0.076923 0.115385 0.461538
DB-02/03 3 1 6 8 11 11 9 10


0.050847 0.016949 0.101695 0.135593 0.186441 0.186441 0.152542 0.169492
DB-04/05 # 2 6 4 6 20 9 9 18


% 0.027027 0.081081 0.054054 0.081081 0.27027 0.121622 0.121622 0.243243
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14. WMRD should officially recognize all honorary award nominees.







14. WMRD should officially recognize all honorary award nominees.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 2 7 15 30 30 26 49 11
N/A 2 % 0.053571 0.011905 0.041667 0.089286 0.178571 0.178571 0.154762 0.291667
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 2 0 5 1 6
20+ 76 % 0.066667 0 0 0.133333 0 0.333333 0.066667 0.4
Total 179 4 to 10 # 2 0 2 5 12 10 9 14


% 0.037037 0 0.037037 0.092593 0.222222 0.185185 0.166667 0.259259
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 1 1 2 5 5 4 5
N/A 3 % 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.2 0.2 0.16 0.2
Non-superv 154 20+ # 4 1 4 6 12 10 12 23
Supervisor 22 % 0.055556 0.013889 0.055556 0.083333 0.166667 0.138889 0.166667 0.319444
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 6 2 7 14 28 26 21 39
N/A 3 % 0.041958 0.013986 0.048951 0.097902 0.195804 0.181818 0.146853 0.272727
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 0 0 1 1 4 5 9
DE 28 % 0.090909 0 0 0.045455 0.045455 0.181818 0.227273 0.409091
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 5


% 0 0 0 0 0.25 0 0.125 0.625
DE # 4 0 0 3 5 3 4 7


% 0.153846 0 0 0.115385 0.192308 0.115385 0.153846 0.269231
DB-02/03 4 0 1 8 11 12 6 15


0.070175 0 0.017544 0.140351 0.192982 0.210526 0.105263 0.263158
DB-04/05 # 1 2 6 4 11 15 14 21


% 0.013514 0.027027 0.081081 0.054054 0.148649 0.202703 0.189189 0.283784
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15. Awards improve employee morale.







15. Awards improve employee morale.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 5 1 6 9 31 40 38 48 1
N/A 2 % 0.02809 0.005618 0.033708 0.050562 0.174157 0.224719 0.213483 0.269663
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 0 2 0 3 5 2 3
20+ 76 % 0.0625 0 0.125 0 0.1875 0.3125 0.125 0.1875
Total 179 4 to 10 # 0 0 1 4 8 12 10 22


% 0 0 0.017544 0.070175 0.140351 0.210526 0.175439 0.385965
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 2 8 4 6 6
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.037037 0.074074 0.296296 0.148148 0.222222 0.222222
Non-superv 154 20+ # 4 1 2 3 11 18 20 17
Supervisor 22 % 0.052632 0.013158 0.026316 0.039474 0.144737 0.236842 0.263158 0.223684
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 1 5 8 28 33 31 43
N/A 3 % 0.026144 0.006536 0.03268 0.052288 0.183007 0.215686 0.202614 0.281046
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 2 6 7 4
DE 28 % 0.045455 0 0.045455 0.045455 0.090909 0.272727 0.318182 0.181818
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 4


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0.111111 0.444444
DE # 1 0 1 1 4 2 5 13


% 0.037037 0 0.037037 0.037037 0.148148 0.074074 0.185185 0.481481
DB-02/03 1 1 3 4 9 18 9 16


0.016393 0.016393 0.04918 0.065574 0.147541 0.295082 0.147541 0.262295
DB-04/05 # 2 0 2 4 14 19 22 15


% 0.025641 0 0.025641 0.051282 0.179487 0.24359 0.282051 0.192308
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16. Non−monetary awards are or would be appreciated by employees.







16. Non-monetary awards are or would be appreciated by employees.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 5 3 8 14 27 40 42 36 4
N/A 2 % 0.028571 0.017143 0.045714 0.08 0.154286 0.228571 0.24 0.205714
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 0 3 0 1 5 3 4
20+ 76 % 0 0 0.1875 0 0.0625 0.3125 0.1875 0.25
Total 179 4 to 10 # 2 0 2 5 8 13 13 15


% 0.034483 0 0.034483 0.086207 0.137931 0.224138 0.224138 0.258621
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 2 5 5 7 6
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.038462 0.076923 0.192308 0.192308 0.269231 0.230769
Non-superv 154 20+ # 3 3 2 7 12 16 19 11
Supervisor 22 % 0.041096 0.041096 0.027397 0.09589 0.164384 0.219178 0.260274 0.150685
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 3 6 12 22 35 36 32
N/A 3 % 0.026667 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.146667 0.233333 0.24 0.213333
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 2 2 4 4 6 3
DE 28 % 0.045455 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.181818 0.181818 0.272727 0.136364
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 4


% 0.125 0 0 0.125 0.125 0.125 0 0.5
DE # 2 0 3 1 3 4 4 10


% 0.074074 0 0.111111 0.037037 0.111111 0.148148 0.148148 0.37037
DB-02/03 1 1 3 7 8 14 18 8


0.016667 0.016667 0.05 0.116667 0.133333 0.233333 0.3 0.133333
DB-04/05 # 1 2 2 5 14 20 19 14


% 0.012987 0.025974 0.025974 0.064935 0.181818 0.25974 0.246753 0.181818
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17. I would appreciate a time−off award.







17. I would appreciate a time-off award.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 9 10 10 17 33 26 50 7
N/A 2 % 0.098837 0.052326 0.05814 0.05814 0.098837 0.19186 0.151163 0.290698
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 2 1 2 1 9
20+ 76 % 0 0.0625 0 0.125 0.0625 0.125 0.0625 0.5625
Total 179 4 to 10 # 3 2 1 4 3 10 16 17


% 0.053571 0.035714 0.017857 0.071429 0.053571 0.178571 0.285714 0.303571
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 0 2 2 4 3 5 8
N/A 3 % 0.076923 0 0.076923 0.076923 0.153846 0.115385 0.192308 0.307692
Non-superv 154 20+ # 11 6 6 2 9 18 4 16
Supervisor 22 % 0.152778 0.083333 0.083333 0.027778 0.125 0.25 0.055556 0.222222
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 9 8 8 10 16 28 25 44
N/A 3 % 0.060811 0.054054 0.054054 0.067568 0.108108 0.189189 0.168919 0.297297
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 6 1 1 0 1 5 1 6
DE 28 % 0.285714 0.047619 0.047619 0 0.047619 0.238095 0.047619 0.285714
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 5


% 0.111111 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0.111111 0 0.555556
DE # 2 0 0 1 2 4 6 10


% 0.08 0 0 0.04 0.08 0.16 0.24 0.4
DB-02/03 3 2 2 4 3 16 12 19


0.04918 0.032787 0.032787 0.065574 0.04918 0.262295 0.196721 0.311475
DB-04/05 # 10 7 6 5 11 12 8 16


% 0.133333 0.093333 0.08 0.066667 0.146667 0.16 0.106667 0.213333
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18. Receiving awards will help me get promoted.







18. Receiving awards will help me get promoted.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 18 9 16 11 18 39 26 27 15
N/A 2 % 0.109756 0.054878 0.097561 0.067073 0.109756 0.237805 0.158537 0.164634
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 1 2 3 3 4
20+ 76 % 0.071429 0 0 0.071429 0.142857 0.214286 0.214286 0.285714
Total 179 4 to 10 # 6 1 6 2 7 13 10 12


% 0.105263 0.017544 0.105263 0.035088 0.122807 0.22807 0.175439 0.210526
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 3 1 1 8 3 3
N/A 3 % 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.04 0.04 0.32 0.12 0.12
Non-superv 154 20+ # 8 5 7 7 7 14 10 8
Supervisor 22 % 0.121212 0.075758 0.106061 0.106061 0.106061 0.212121 0.151515 0.121212
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 15 9 14 7 16 33 19 27
N/A 3 % 0.107143 0.064286 0.1 0.05 0.114286 0.235714 0.135714 0.192857
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 3 0 2 4 0 5 7 0
DE 28 % 0.142857 0 0.095238 0.190476 0 0.238095 0.333333 0
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 6 0 1 0 1 0 1 0


% 0.666667 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0
DE # 5 1 3 3 3 3 2 8


% 0.178571 0.035714 0.107143 0.107143 0.107143 0.107143 0.071429 0.285714
DB-02/03 4 6 6 3 7 12 10 11


0.067797 0.101695 0.101695 0.050847 0.118644 0.20339 0.169492 0.186441
DB-04/05 # 3 2 6 5 6 23 12 8


% 0.046154 0.030769 0.092308 0.076923 0.092308 0.353846 0.184615 0.123077







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 3 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


2.6


19. I understand the nomination process for a Special Act Award.







19. I understand the nomination process for a Special Act Award.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 41 21 40 17 14 18 13 12 3
N/A 2 % 0.232955 0.119318 0.227273 0.096591 0.079545 0.102273 0.073864 0.068182
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 27 0 to 3 # 9 3 2 2 0 0 0 0
20+ 76 % 0.5625 0.1875 0.125 0.125 0 0 0 0
Total 179 4 to 10 # 18 8 15 6 5 2 2 1


% 0.315789 0.140351 0.263158 0.105263 0.087719 0.035088 0.035088 0.017544
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 4 7 3 2 3 0 1
N/A 3 % 0.259259 0.148148 0.259259 0.111111 0.074074 0.111111 0 0.037037
Non-superv 154 20+ # 6 6 15 6 7 13 11 10
Supervisor 22 % 0.081081 0.081081 0.202703 0.081081 0.094595 0.175676 0.148649 0.135135
Total 179


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 40 21 35 16 13 14 7 6
N/A 3 % 0.263158 0.138158 0.230263 0.105263 0.085526 0.092105 0.046053 0.039474
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 0 4 1 1 4 6 6
DE 28 % 0 0 0.181818 0.045455 0.045455 0.181818 0.272727 0.272727
DB-02/03 61
DB-04/05 78 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 179 DJ/DK # 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 2


% 0.222222 0 0.111111 0 0 0.222222 0.222222 0.222222
DE # 6 3 9 6 2 1 0 0


% 0.222222 0.111111 0.333333 0.222222 0.074074 0.037037 0 0
DB-02/03 22 10 13 6 7 2 0 0


0.366667 0.166667 0.216667 0.1 0.116667 0.033333 0 0
DB-04/05 # 10 8 16 5 5 13 11 9


% 0.12987 0.103896 0.207792 0.064935 0.064935 0.168831 0.142857 0.116883
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1. ARL benefits from its employees participating in long term employee developmental
programs.







1. ARL benefits from its employees participating in long term employee developmental programs.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 1 7 9 22 34 40 45 12
N/A 3 % 0.024691 0.006173 0.04321 0.055556 0.135802 0.209877 0.246914 0.277778
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 0 1 2 2 8
20+ 71 % 0 0 0.071429 0 0.071429 0.142857 0.142857 0.571429
Total 174 4 to 10 # 2 1 2 5 8 10 11 14


% 0.037736 0.018868 0.037736 0.09434 0.150943 0.188679 0.207547 0.264151
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 2 2 2 7 6 5
N/A 2 % 0 0 0.083333 0.083333 0.083333 0.291667 0.25 0.208333
Non-superv 152 20+ # 2 0 1 2 10 14 21 18
Supervisor 20 % 0.029412 0 0.014706 0.029412 0.147059 0.205882 0.308824 0.264706
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 1 6 9 20 31 34 37
N/A 4 % 0.021277 0.007092 0.042553 0.06383 0.141844 0.219858 0.241135 0.262411
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 0 0 1 3 6 8
DE 24 % 0.052632 0 0 0 0.052632 0.157895 0.315789 0.421053
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 1


% 0 0 0 0 0.428571 0.428571 0 0.142857
DE # 1 0 0 2 2 4 5 3


% 0.058824 0 0 0.117647 0.117647 0.235294 0.294118 0.176471
DB-02/03 2 1 3 4 7 13 13 18


0.032787 0.016393 0.04918 0.065574 0.114754 0.213115 0.213115 0.295082
DB-04/05 # 1 0 3 3 9 14 22 21


% 0.013699 0 0.041096 0.041096 0.123288 0.191781 0.30137 0.287671
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2. Long term career development programs would enhance my career.







2. Long term career development programs would enhance my career.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 6 8 6 7 22 41 35 38 11
N/A 3 % 0.03681 0.04908 0.03681 0.042945 0.134969 0.251534 0.214724 0.233129
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 1 2 2 3 6
20+ 71 % 0 0.066667 0 0.066667 0.133333 0.133333 0.2 0.4
Total 174 4 to 10 # 1 2 1 3 5 13 17 15


% 0.017544 0.035088 0.017544 0.052632 0.087719 0.22807 0.298246 0.263158
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 0 2 14 5 4
N/A 2 % 0 0 0 0 0.08 0.56 0.2 0.16
Non-superv 152 20+ # 5 5 4 3 12 12 10 13
Supervisor 20 % 0.078125 0.078125 0.0625 0.046875 0.1875 0.1875 0.15625 0.203125
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 4 7 5 7 20 33 32 34
N/A 4 % 0.028169 0.049296 0.035211 0.049296 0.140845 0.232394 0.225352 0.239437
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 1 0 0 1 8 3 4
DE 24 % 0.105263 0.052632 0 0 0.052632 0.421053 0.157895 0.210526
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1


% 0 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 0 0.2 0.2
DE # 1 0 1 2 4 7 6 3


% 0.041667 0 0.041667 0.083333 0.166667 0.291667 0.25 0.125
DB-02/03 2 2 1 1 11 13 14 17


0.032787 0.032787 0.016393 0.016393 0.180328 0.213115 0.229508 0.278689
DB-04/05 # 3 5 2 4 5 21 14 16


% 0.042857 0.071429 0.028571 0.057143 0.071429 0.3 0.2 0.228571
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3. I have enough information to take advantage of developmental programs.







3. I have enough information to take advantage of developmental programs.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 30 25 25 24 30 18 10 5 7
N/A 3 % 0.179641 0.149701 0.149701 0.143713 0.179641 0.107784 0.05988 0.02994
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 6 1 2 3 2 2 0 0
20+ 71 % 0.375 0.0625 0.125 0.1875 0.125 0.125 0 0
Total 174 4 to 10 # 13 12 6 9 11 5 0 2


% 0.224138 0.206897 0.103448 0.155172 0.189655 0.086207 0 0.034483
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 2 9 4 4 1 1 0
N/A 2 % 0.16 0.08 0.36 0.16 0.16 0.04 0.04 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 7 10 7 8 12 10 9 3
Supervisor 20 % 0.106061 0.151515 0.106061 0.121212 0.181818 0.151515 0.136364 0.045455
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 29 25 21 20 24 15 9 3
N/A 4 % 0.19863 0.171233 0.143836 0.136986 0.164384 0.10274 0.061644 0.020548
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 3 4 5 3 1 2
DE 24 % 0.052632 0 0.157895 0.210526 0.263158 0.157895 0.052632 0.105263
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 0


% 0.4 0 0.2 0 0.4 0 0 0
DE # 6 2 5 4 6 0 0 0


% 0.26087 0.086957 0.217391 0.173913 0.26087 0 0 0
DB-02/03 14 14 9 8 9 6 2 2


0.21875 0.21875 0.140625 0.125 0.140625 0.09375 0.03125 0.03125
DB-04/05 # 7 9 9 12 12 12 8 3


% 0.097222 0.125 0.125 0.166667 0.166667 0.166667 0.111111 0.041667
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4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (a. Long−term
training (> 6 months))







4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (a. Long-term training (> 6 months))
All Unaware Aware


All # 96 78
N/A 3 % 0.551724 0.448276
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Unaware Aware
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 12 4
20+ 71 % 0.75 0.25
Total 174 4 to 10 # 42 17


% 0.711864 0.288136
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 15 10
N/A 2 % 0.6 0.4
Non-superv 152 20+ # 25 46
Supervisor 20 % 0.352113 0.647887
Total 174


Supervisory Role Unaware Aware
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 90 62
N/A 4 % 0.592105 0.407895
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 4 16
DE 24 % 0.2 0.8
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Unaware Aware
Total 174 DJ/DK # 6 3


% 0.666667 0.333333
DE # 21 3


% 0.875 0.125
DB-02/03 35 29


0.546875 0.453125
DB-04/05 # 30 43


% 0.410959 0.589041







Unaware Aware
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%


 60%


 70%


 80%


All Responses, Except 122 Blank or N/A Responses


Unaware Aware
  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


Unaware Aware
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%


 60%


 70%


 80%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


Unaware Aware
  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


0.3


4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (b. Sabbaticals)







4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (b. Sabbaticals)
All Unaware Aware


All # 122 52
N/A 3 % 0.701149 0.298851
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Unaware Aware
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 14 2
20+ 71 % 0.875 0.125
Total 174 4 to 10 # 50 9


% 0.847458 0.152542
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 18 7
N/A 2 % 0.72 0.28
Non-superv 152 20+ # 37 34
Supervisor 20 % 0.521127 0.478873
Total 174


Supervisory Role Unaware Aware
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 111 41
N/A 4 % 0.730263 0.269737
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 9 11
DE 24 % 0.45 0.55
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Unaware Aware
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 23 1


% 0.958333 0.041667
DB-02/03 47 17


0.734375 0.265625
DB-04/05 # 41 32


% 0.561644 0.438356
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4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (c. Exchange
Scientist)







4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (c. Exchange Scientist)
All Unaware Aware


All # 98 76
N/A 3 % 0.563218 0.436782
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Unaware Aware
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 11 5
20+ 71 % 0.6875 0.3125
Total 174 4 to 10 # 40 19


% 0.677966 0.322034
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 14 11
N/A 2 % 0.56 0.44
Non-superv 152 20+ # 31 40
Supervisor 20 % 0.43662 0.56338
Total 174


Supervisory Role Unaware Aware
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 92 60
N/A 4 % 0.605263 0.394737
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 15
DE 24 % 0.25 0.75
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Unaware Aware
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 23 1


% 0.958333 0.041667
DB-02/03 38 26


0.59375 0.40625
DB-04/05 # 27 46


% 0.369863 0.630137
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4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (d. short−term
training (< 6 months))







4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development opportunities: (d. short-term training (< 6 months))
All Unaware Aware


All # 75 99
N/A 3 % 0.431034 0.568966
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Unaware Aware
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 7 9
20+ 71 % 0.4375 0.5625
Total 174 4 to 10 # 30 29


% 0.508475 0.491525
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 13 12
N/A 2 % 0.52 0.48
Non-superv 152 20+ # 23 48
Supervisor 20 % 0.323944 0.676056
Total 174


Supervisory Role Unaware Aware
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 69 83
N/A 4 % 0.453947 0.546053
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 15
DE 24 % 0.25 0.75
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Unaware Aware
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 9 15


% 0.375 0.625
DB-02/03 29 35


0.453125 0.546875
DB-04/05 # 27 46


% 0.369863 0.630137
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5. My supervisor(s) is (are) proactive in my professional development.







5. My supervisor(s) is (are) proactive in my professional development.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 20 15 22 24 30 29 16 12 6
N/A 3 % 0.119048 0.089286 0.130952 0.142857 0.178571 0.172619 0.095238 0.071429
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 2 4 5 1 3
20+ 71 % 0 0 0 0.133333 0.266667 0.333333 0.066667 0.2
Total 174 4 to 10 # 8 6 5 7 8 14 7 4


% 0.135593 0.101695 0.084746 0.118644 0.135593 0.237288 0.118644 0.067797
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 3 4 8 2 2 0
N/A 2 % 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.32 0.08 0.08 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 9 6 13 11 9 8 6 5
Supervisor 20 % 0.134328 0.089552 0.19403 0.164179 0.134328 0.119403 0.089552 0.074627
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 18 14 19 21 21 27 15 12
N/A 4 % 0.122449 0.095238 0.129252 0.142857 0.142857 0.183673 0.102041 0.081633
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 1 2 3 8 2 1 0
DE 24 % 0.105263 0.052632 0.105263 0.157895 0.421053 0.105263 0.052632 0
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 0 1 0 2 1 1 2 1


% 0 0.125 0 0.25 0.125 0.125 0.25 0.125
DE # 5 2 6 2 4 2 2 1


% 0.208333 0.083333 0.25 0.083333 0.166667 0.083333 0.083333 0.041667
DB-02/03 7 6 8 8 8 15 6 5


0.111111 0.095238 0.126984 0.126984 0.126984 0.238095 0.095238 0.079365
DB-04/05 # 8 6 7 12 16 11 6 4


% 0.114286 0.085714 0.1 0.171429 0.228571 0.157143 0.085714 0.057143
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6. I have sufficient ARL guidance regarding support for my professional development.







6. I have sufficient ARL guidance regarding support for my professional development.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 30 23 32 26 30 14 11 2 6
N/A 3 % 0.178571 0.136905 0.190476 0.154762 0.178571 0.083333 0.065476 0.011905
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 3 3 3 3 2 0 2 0
20+ 71 % 0.1875 0.1875 0.1875 0.1875 0.125 0 0.125 0
Total 174 4 to 10 # 11 8 11 8 12 4 2 2


% 0.189655 0.137931 0.189655 0.137931 0.206897 0.068966 0.034483 0.034483
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 6 3 5 7 1 2 1 0
N/A 2 % 0.24 0.12 0.2 0.28 0.04 0.08 0.04 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 10 9 12 8 14 8 6 0
Supervisor 20 % 0.149254 0.134328 0.179104 0.119403 0.208955 0.119403 0.089552 0
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 27 20 28 23 24 12 11 2
N/A 4 % 0.183673 0.136054 0.190476 0.156463 0.163265 0.081633 0.07483 0.013605
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 3 3 3 3 5 2 0 0
DE 24 % 0.157895 0.157895 0.157895 0.157895 0.263158 0.105263 0 0
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 2 1 1 1 0 1 2 0


% 0.25 0.125 0.125 0.125 0 0.125 0.25 0
DE # 4 5 5 3 4 2 1 0


% 0.166667 0.208333 0.208333 0.125 0.166667 0.083333 0.041667 0
DB-02/03 11 9 13 10 12 3 3 2


0.174603 0.142857 0.206349 0.15873 0.190476 0.047619 0.047619 0.031746
DB-04/05 # 12 8 12 12 13 8 5 0


% 0.171429 0.114286 0.171429 0.171429 0.185714 0.114286 0.071429 0
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3.2


7. Assistance/training for furthering my skills/career is readily available.







7. Assistance/training for furthering my skills/career is readily available.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 23 22 19 21 33 21 19 8 8
N/A 3 % 0.138554 0.13253 0.114458 0.126506 0.198795 0.126506 0.114458 0.048193
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 3 1 2 3 2 1 2 0
20+ 71 % 0.214286 0.071429 0.142857 0.214286 0.142857 0.071429 0.142857 0
Total 174 4 to 10 # 9 11 4 8 11 8 4 3


% 0.155172 0.189655 0.068966 0.137931 0.189655 0.137931 0.068966 0.051724
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 4 5 4 3 3 2 1
N/A 2 % 0.12 0.16 0.2 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.04
Non-superv 152 20+ # 8 6 7 6 16 9 11 4
Supervisor 20 % 0.119403 0.089552 0.104478 0.089552 0.238806 0.134328 0.164179 0.059701
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 22 18 16 18 28 18 18 7
N/A 4 % 0.151724 0.124138 0.110345 0.124138 0.193103 0.124138 0.124138 0.048276
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 4 2 3 4 3 1 1
DE 24 % 0.052632 0.210526 0.105263 0.157895 0.210526 0.157895 0.052632 0.052632
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 3 1 0 0 1 2 1 0


% 0.375 0.125 0 0 0.125 0.25 0.125 0
DE # 4 4 2 1 6 3 2 2


% 0.166667 0.166667 0.083333 0.041667 0.25 0.125 0.083333 0.083333
DB-02/03 8 8 9 10 10 7 9 1


0.129032 0.129032 0.145161 0.16129 0.16129 0.112903 0.145161 0.016129
DB-04/05 # 8 9 6 10 15 9 7 5


% 0.115942 0.130435 0.086957 0.144928 0.217391 0.130435 0.101449 0.072464
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments: (a.an
academic sabbatical)







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (a.an academic sabbatical)
All UninteresteInterested


All # 112 62
N/A 3 % 0.643678 0.356322
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 8 8
20+ 71 % 0.5 0.5
Total 174 4 to 10 # 36 23


% 0.610169 0.389831
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 11 14
N/A 2 % 0.44 0.56
Non-superv 152 20+ # 54 17
Supervisor 20 % 0.760563 0.239437
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 100 52
N/A 4 % 0.657895 0.342105
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 10 10
DE 24 % 0.5 0.5
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 9 0


% 1 0
DE # 23 1


% 0.958333 0.041667
DB-02/03 36 28


0.5625 0.4375
DB-04/05 # 40 33


% 0.547945 0.452055


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments: (b.a
developmental assignment with a company)







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (b.a developmental assignment with a company)
All UninteresteInterested


All # 113 61
N/A 3 % 0.649425 0.350575
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 13 3
20+ 71 % 0.8125 0.1875
Total 174 4 to 10 # 32 27


% 0.542373 0.457627
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 12 13
N/A 2 % 0.48 0.52
Non-superv 152 20+ # 54 17
Supervisor 20 % 0.760563 0.239437
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 101 51
N/A 4 % 0.664474 0.335526
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 11 9
DE 24 % 0.55 0.45
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 8 1


% 0.888889 0.111111
DE # 19 5


% 0.791667 0.208333
DB-02/03 35 29


0.546875 0.453125
DB-04/05 # 48 25


% 0.657534 0.342466


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments: (c.a
temporary assignment with another government organization (such as Research Development &


Engineering Center (RDEC), Department of Defense, or Department of Energy))







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (c.a temporary assignment with another government organization (such 
All UninteresteInterested


All # 87 87
N/A 3 % 0.5 0.5
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 10 6
20+ 71 % 0.625 0.375
Total 174 4 to 10 # 23 36


% 0.389831 0.610169
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 20
N/A 2 % 0.2 0.8
Non-superv 152 20+ # 46 25
Supervisor 20 % 0.647887 0.352113
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 77 75
N/A 4 % 0.506579 0.493421
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 8 12
DE 24 % 0.4 0.6
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 16 8


% 0.666667 0.333333
DB-02/03 27 37


0.421875 0.578125
DB-04/05 # 33 40


% 0.452055 0.547945


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments: (d.a
guest researcher at an international laboratory)







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (d.a guest researcher at an international laboratory)
All UninteresteInterested


All # 103 71
N/A 3 % 0.591954 0.408046
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 7 9
20+ 71 % 0.4375 0.5625
Total 174 4 to 10 # 35 24


% 0.59322 0.40678
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 18
N/A 2 % 0.28 0.72
Non-superv 152 20+ # 52 19
Supervisor 20 % 0.732394 0.267606
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 92 60
N/A 4 % 0.605263 0.394737
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 10 10
DE 24 % 0.5 0.5
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 9 0


% 1 0
DE # 23 1


% 0.958333 0.041667
DB-02/03 35 29


0.546875 0.453125
DB-04/05 # 33 40


% 0.452055 0.547945


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments: (e.a
temporary assignment with a Program Manager or Program Executive Office or DARPA)







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (e.a temporary assignment with a Program Manager or Program Execut
All UninteresteInterested


All # 99 75
N/A 3 % 0.568966 0.431034
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 6 10
20+ 71 % 0.375 0.625
Total 174 4 to 10 # 29 30


% 0.491525 0.508475
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 12 13
N/A 2 % 0.48 0.52
Non-superv 152 20+ # 49 22
Supervisor 20 % 0.690141 0.309859
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 88 64
N/A 4 % 0.578947 0.421053
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 9 11
DE 24 % 0.45 0.55
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 16 8


% 0.666667 0.333333
DB-02/03 31 33


0.484375 0.515625
DB-04/05 # 41 32


% 0.561644 0.438356


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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8. I am interested in participating in the following long−term developmental assignments:
(f.external coursework or training)







8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term developmental assignments:  (f.external coursework or training)
All UninteresteInterested


All # 75 99
N/A 3 % 0.431034 0.568966
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service UninteresteInterested
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 3 13
20+ 71 % 0.1875 0.8125
Total 174 4 to 10 # 19 40


% 0.322034 0.677966
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 10 15
N/A 2 % 0.4 0.6
Non-superv 152 20+ # 41 30
Supervisor 20 % 0.577465 0.422535
Total 174


Supervisory Role UninteresteInterested
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 63 89
N/A 4 % 0.414474 0.585526
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 10 10
DE 24 % 0.5 0.5
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group UninteresteInterested
Total 174 DJ/DK # 6 3


% 0.666667 0.333333
DE # 7 17


% 0.291667 0.708333
DB-02/03 19 45


0.296875 0.703125
DB-04/05 # 40 33


% 0.547945 0.452055


NOTE:  There was no "uninterested" choice.  Here uninterested means "interested" was not selected.
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9. Which short−term developmental options do you find to be useful? (a. seminars and colloquia)







9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be useful? (a. seminars and colloquia)
All Not Useful Useful


All # 76 98
N/A 3 % 0.436782 0.563218
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Not Useful Useful
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 6 10
20+ 71 % 0.375 0.625
Total 174 4 to 10 # 22 37


% 0.372881 0.627119
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 13 12
N/A 2 % 0.52 0.48
Non-superv 152 20+ # 33 38
Supervisor 20 % 0.464789 0.535211
Total 174


Supervisory Role Not Useful Useful
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 65 87
N/A 4 % 0.427632 0.572368
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 10 10
DE 24 % 0.5 0.5
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Not Useful Useful
Total 174 DJ/DK # 9 0


% 1 0
DE # 21 3


% 0.875 0.125
DB-02/03 19 45


0.296875 0.703125
DB-04/05 # 25 48


% 0.342466 0.657534


NOTE:  There was no "not useful" choice.  Here not useful means "Useful" was not selected.







Not Useful Useful
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%


 60%


 70%


All Responses, Except 68 Blank or N/A Responses


Not Useful Useful
  0%


 20%


 40%


 60%


 80%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 20%


 40%


 60%


 80%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


Not Useful Useful
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%


 60%


 70%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


Not Useful Useful
  0%


 20%


 40%


 60%


 80%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 20%


 40%


 60%


 80%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


0.6


9. Which short−term developmental options do you find to be useful? (b. in−house training)







9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be useful? (b. in-house training)
All Not Useful Useful


All # 68 106
N/A 3 % 0.390805 0.609195
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Not Useful Useful
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 8 8
20+ 71 % 0.5 0.5
Total 174 4 to 10 # 18 41


% 0.305085 0.694915
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 8 17
N/A 2 % 0.32 0.68
Non-superv 152 20+ # 32 39
Supervisor 20 % 0.450704 0.549296
Total 174


Supervisory Role Not Useful Useful
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 59 93
N/A 4 % 0.388158 0.611842
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 8 12
DE 24 % 0.4 0.6
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Not Useful Useful
Total 174 DJ/DK # 5 4


% 0.555556 0.444444
DE # 8 16


% 0.333333 0.666667
DB-02/03 21 43


0.328125 0.671875
DB-04/05 # 31 42


% 0.424658 0.575342


NOTE:  There was no "not useful" choice.  Here not useful means "Useful" was not selected.
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9. Which short−term developmental options do you find to be useful? (c. external training)







9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be useful? (c. external training)
All Not Useful Useful


All # 42 132
N/A 3 % 0.241379 0.758621
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Not Useful Useful
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 2 14
20+ 71 % 0.125 0.875
Total 174 4 to 10 # 13 46


% 0.220339 0.779661
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 22
N/A 2 % 0.12 0.88
Non-superv 152 20+ # 23 48
Supervisor 20 % 0.323944 0.676056
Total 174


Supervisory Role Not Useful Useful
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 37 115
N/A 4 % 0.243421 0.756579
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 15
DE 24 % 0.25 0.75
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Not Useful Useful
Total 174 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 5 19


% 0.208333 0.791667
DB-02/03 11 53


0.171875 0.828125
DB-04/05 # 18 55


% 0.246575 0.753425


NOTE:  There was no "not useful" choice.  Here not useful means "Useful" was not selected.
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9. Which short−term developmental options do you find to be useful? (d. conferences and
workshops)







9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be useful? (d. conferences and workshops)
All Not Useful Useful


All # 43 131
N/A 3 % 0.247126 0.752874
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service Not Useful Useful
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 1 15
20+ 71 % 0.0625 0.9375
Total 174 4 to 10 # 16 43


% 0.271186 0.728814
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 18
N/A 2 % 0.28 0.72
Non-superv 152 20+ # 18 53
Supervisor 20 % 0.253521 0.746479
Total 174


Supervisory Role Not Useful Useful
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 37 115
N/A 4 % 0.243421 0.756579
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 15
DE 24 % 0.25 0.75
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group Not Useful Useful
Total 174 DJ/DK # 6 3


% 0.666667 0.333333
DE # 15 9


% 0.625 0.375
DB-02/03 11 53


0.171875 0.828125
DB-04/05 # 9 64


% 0.123288 0.876712


NOTE:  There was no "not useful" choice.  Here not useful means "Useful" was not selected.
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5.7


10. ARL needs an effective mentoring program.







10. ARL needs an effective mentoring program.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 1 0 7 6 18 31 39 66 6
N/A 3 % 0.005952 0 0.041667 0.035714 0.107143 0.184524 0.232143 0.392857
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 8
20+ 71 % 0 0 0 0 0.125 0.125 0.25 0.5
Total 174 4 to 10 # 1 0 1 3 7 11 13 21


% 0.017544 0 0.017544 0.052632 0.122807 0.192982 0.22807 0.368421
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 2 1 0 6 6 10
N/A 2 % 0 0 0.08 0.04 0 0.24 0.24 0.4
Non-superv 152 20+ # 0 0 3 2 9 11 16 26
Supervisor 20 % 0 0 0.044776 0.029851 0.134328 0.164179 0.238806 0.38806
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 1 0 4 6 14 27 34 60
N/A 4 % 0.006849 0 0.027397 0.041096 0.09589 0.184932 0.232877 0.410959
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 0 2 0 4 3 5 6
DE 24 % 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 0.15 0.25 0.3
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 4


% 0 0 0 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.333333 0.444444
DE # 0 0 0 1 4 1 4 11


% 0 0 0 0.047619 0.190476 0.047619 0.190476 0.52381
DB-02/03 1 0 2 4 5 12 17 22


0.015873 0 0.031746 0.063492 0.079365 0.190476 0.269841 0.349206
DB-04/05 # 0 0 4 1 6 16 15 29


% 0 0 0.056338 0.014085 0.084507 0.225352 0.211268 0.408451
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4.1


11. I am in control of my career development.







11. I am in control of my career development.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 11 12 13 15 36 46 23 15 3
N/A 3 % 0.064327 0.070175 0.076023 0.087719 0.210526 0.269006 0.134503 0.087719
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 1 3 8 1 2
20+ 71 % 0.0625 0 0 0.0625 0.1875 0.5 0.0625 0.125
Total 174 4 to 10 # 3 7 4 5 13 17 6 4


% 0.050847 0.118644 0.067797 0.084746 0.220339 0.288136 0.101695 0.067797
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 3 3 7 6 1 0
N/A 2 % 0.125 0.041667 0.125 0.125 0.291667 0.25 0.041667 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 4 4 5 6 12 15 15 8
Supervisor 20 % 0.057971 0.057971 0.072464 0.086957 0.173913 0.217391 0.217391 0.115942
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 11 11 12 13 31 41 19 12
N/A 4 % 0.073333 0.073333 0.08 0.086667 0.206667 0.273333 0.126667 0.08
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 1 0 2 4 5 4 3
DE 24 % 0 0.052632 0 0.105263 0.210526 0.263158 0.210526 0.157895
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 2


% 0.222222 0 0 0 0.444444 0.111111 0 0.222222
DE # 4 4 2 1 5 6 1 1


% 0.166667 0.166667 0.083333 0.041667 0.208333 0.25 0.041667 0.041667
DB-02/03 2 4 8 8 13 17 9 3


0.03125 0.0625 0.125 0.125 0.203125 0.265625 0.140625 0.046875
DB-04/05 # 3 4 2 6 13 21 13 9


% 0.042254 0.056338 0.028169 0.084507 0.183099 0.295775 0.183099 0.126761
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3.2


12. An Individual Development Plan is a useful tool in encouraging career growth.







12. An Individual Development Plan is a useful tool in encouraging career growth.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 28 15 22 29 32 20 13 13 2
N/A 3 % 0.162791 0.087209 0.127907 0.168605 0.186047 0.116279 0.075581 0.075581
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 2 1 2 3 2 3 1 2
20+ 71 % 0.125 0.0625 0.125 0.1875 0.125 0.1875 0.0625 0.125
Total 174 4 to 10 # 8 5 10 7 10 8 7 4


% 0.135593 0.084746 0.169492 0.118644 0.169492 0.135593 0.118644 0.067797
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 1 5 8 2 3 2 0
N/A 2 % 0.16 0.04 0.2 0.32 0.08 0.12 0.08 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 14 8 5 9 18 6 2 7
Supervisor 20 % 0.202899 0.115942 0.072464 0.130435 0.26087 0.086957 0.028986 0.101449
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 23 14 17 26 28 17 12 13
N/A 4 % 0.153333 0.093333 0.113333 0.173333 0.186667 0.113333 0.08 0.086667
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 1 5 1 4 3 1 0
DE 24 % 0.25 0.05 0.25 0.05 0.2 0.15 0.05 0
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 2 1 0 2 1 1 1 1


% 0.222222 0.111111 0 0.222222 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111
DE # 2 0 2 1 5 5 4 4


% 0.086957 0 0.086957 0.043478 0.217391 0.217391 0.173913 0.173913
DB-02/03 8 9 11 11 10 8 5 2


0.125 0.140625 0.171875 0.171875 0.15625 0.125 0.078125 0.03125
DB-04/05 # 15 5 9 13 15 6 3 6


% 0.208333 0.069444 0.125 0.180556 0.208333 0.083333 0.041667 0.083333
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2.6


13. My supervisor and I discuss and/or modify my Individual Development Plan with sufficient
frequency.







13. My supervisor and I discuss and/or modify my Individual Development Plan with sufficient frequency.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 37 20 29 24 30 8 15 4 7
N/A 3 % 0.221557 0.11976 0.173653 0.143713 0.179641 0.047904 0.08982 0.023952
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 1 4 2 3 2 1 0 2
20+ 71 % 0.066667 0.266667 0.133333 0.2 0.133333 0.066667 0 0.133333
Total 174 4 to 10 # 12 7 11 9 12 3 5 0


% 0.20339 0.118644 0.186441 0.152542 0.20339 0.050847 0.084746 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 6 4 5 4 2 1 3 0
N/A 2 % 0.24 0.16 0.2 0.16 0.08 0.04 0.12 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 18 5 9 8 14 3 7 2
Supervisor 20 % 0.272727 0.075758 0.136364 0.121212 0.212121 0.045455 0.106061 0.030303
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 32 17 24 23 24 8 14 4
N/A 4 % 0.219178 0.116438 0.164384 0.157534 0.164384 0.054795 0.09589 0.027397
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 5 3 3 1 6 0 1 0
DE 24 % 0.263158 0.157895 0.157895 0.052632 0.315789 0 0.052632 0
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 1 0 2 3 0 1 0 1


% 0.125 0 0.25 0.375 0 0.125 0 0.125
DE # 6 3 2 4 4 1 3 0


% 0.26087 0.130435 0.086957 0.173913 0.173913 0.043478 0.130435 0
DB-02/03 11 9 12 10 9 4 7 1


0.174603 0.142857 0.190476 0.15873 0.142857 0.063492 0.111111 0.015873
DB-04/05 # 19 7 11 7 17 2 5 2


% 0.271429 0.1 0.157143 0.1 0.242857 0.028571 0.071429 0.028571
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5.2


14. For DK/DJ career tracks, there should be more readily accessible employee development
information and/or assignments for employees interested in advancing their careers.







14. For DK/DJ career tracks, there should be more readily accessible employee development information and/or assignments for employees interested in advancing their ca
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 1 1 1 5 12 11 11 18 114
N/A 3 % 0.016667 0.016667 0.016667 0.083333 0.2 0.183333 0.183333 0.3
0 to 3 16
4 to 10 59 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 25 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
20+ 71 % 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0 0.666667
Total 174 4 to 10 # 0 0 0 1 5 2 5 2


% 0 0 0 0.066667 0.333333 0.133333 0.333333 0.133333
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 1 0 4 3 0
N/A 2 % 0 0 0 0.125 0 0.5 0.375 0
Non-superv 152 20+ # 1 1 1 3 5 5 3 13
Supervisor 20 % 0.03125 0.03125 0.03125 0.09375 0.15625 0.15625 0.09375 0.40625
Total 174


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 1 1 0 3 11 7 7 14
N/A 4 % 0.022727 0.022727 0 0.068182 0.25 0.159091 0.159091 0.318182
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 0 0 1 2 0 4 4 4
DE 24 % 0 0 0.066667 0.133333 0 0.266667 0.266667 0.266667
DB-02/03 64
DB-04/05 73 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 174 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 6


% 0 0 0 0.111111 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.666667
DE # 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2


% 0 0 0 0.166667 0.333333 0.166667 0 0.333333
DB-02/03 0 1 0 0 7 3 2 2


0 0.066667 0 0 0.466667 0.2 0.133333 0.133333
DB-04/05 # 1 0 1 3 2 6 8 7


% 0.035714 0 0.035714 0.107143 0.071429 0.214286 0.285714 0.25
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4.1


1. I understand the CASE process.







1. I understand the CASE process.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 10 15 10 22 23 33 23 12
N/A 4 % 0.111111 0.065359 0.098039 0.065359 0.143791 0.150327 0.215686 0.150327
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 3 0 0 1 7 1 1 0
20+ 68 % 0.230769 0 0 0.076923 0.538462 0.076923 0.076923 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 5 7 6 5 6 7 12 5


% 0.09434 0.132075 0.113208 0.09434 0.113208 0.132075 0.226415 0.09434
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 1 2 2 4 8 4 3
N/A 4 % 0.076923 0.038462 0.076923 0.076923 0.153846 0.307692 0.153846 0.115385
Non-superv 142 20+ # 7 2 5 2 5 7 16 15
Supervisor 19 % 0.118644 0.033898 0.084746 0.033898 0.084746 0.118644 0.271186 0.254237
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 10 13 10 22 20 26 16
N/A 5 % 0.120301 0.075188 0.097744 0.075188 0.165414 0.150376 0.195489 0.120301
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 0 0 0 0 3 7 7
DE 20 % 0.055556 0 0 0 0 0.166667 0.388889 0.388889
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25
DE # 5 4 4 1 2 1 1 0


% 0.277778 0.222222 0.222222 0.055556 0.111111 0.055556 0.055556 0
DB-02/03 7 4 6 9 11 9 11 2


0.118644 0.067797 0.101695 0.152542 0.186441 0.152542 0.186441 0.033898
DB-04/05 # 3 2 3 0 9 13 20 19


% 0.043478 0.028986 0.043478 0 0.130435 0.188406 0.289855 0.275362
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3.1


2. The Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) criteria are clearly defined and easy to
interpret.







2. The Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) criteria are clearly defined and easy to interpret.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 23 15 19 17 32 24 11 4 20
N/A 4 % 0.158621 0.103448 0.131034 0.117241 0.22069 0.165517 0.075862 0.027586
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 2 0 0 5 3 1 0 0
20+ 68 % 0.181818 0 0 0.454545 0.272727 0.090909 0 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 7 6 4 5 15 10 4 2


% 0.132075 0.113208 0.075472 0.09434 0.283019 0.188679 0.075472 0.037736
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 6 2 4 3 2 0
N/A 4 % 0.130435 0.130435 0.26087 0.086957 0.173913 0.130435 0.086957 0
Non-superv 142 20+ # 10 6 9 4 10 10 5 2
Supervisor 19 % 0.178571 0.107143 0.160714 0.071429 0.178571 0.178571 0.089286 0.035714
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 21 14 18 15 26 19 10 3
N/A 5 % 0.166667 0.111111 0.142857 0.119048 0.206349 0.150794 0.079365 0.02381
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 1 1 1 6 5 1 1
DE 20 % 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.352941 0.294118 0.058824 0.058824
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25
DE # 3 4 4 1 2 0 1 0


% 0.2 0.266667 0.266667 0.066667 0.133333 0 0.066667 0
DB-02/03 11 6 6 8 14 9 1 1


0.196429 0.107143 0.107143 0.142857 0.25 0.160714 0.017857 0.017857
DB-04/05 # 6 5 9 7 16 14 8 2


% 0.089552 0.074627 0.134328 0.104478 0.238806 0.208955 0.119403 0.029851
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3.3


3. I understand how scores are assigned using the BARS criteria during the CASE package
review.







3. I understand how scores are assigned using the BARS criteria during the CASE package review.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 24 12 22 16 23 18 22 11 17
N/A 4 % 0.162162 0.081081 0.148649 0.108108 0.155405 0.121622 0.148649 0.074324
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 3 0 1 4 3 1 0 0
20+ 68 % 0.25 0 0.083333 0.333333 0.25 0.083333 0 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 8 3 9 4 12 9 6 2


% 0.150943 0.056604 0.169811 0.075472 0.226415 0.169811 0.113208 0.037736
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 3 4 3 4 5 1
N/A 4 % 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.12 0.16 0.2 0.04
Non-superv 142 20+ # 9 7 9 3 5 4 11 8
Supervisor 19 % 0.160714 0.125 0.160714 0.053571 0.089286 0.071429 0.196429 0.142857
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 22 11 21 15 22 13 17 7
N/A 5 % 0.171875 0.085938 0.164063 0.117188 0.171875 0.101563 0.132813 0.054688
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 1 1 0 1 5 5 4
DE 20 % 0.055556 0.055556 0.055556 0 0.055556 0.277778 0.277778 0.222222
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25
DE # 6 3 5 1 1 0 1 0


% 0.352941 0.176471 0.294118 0.058824 0.058824 0 0.058824 0
DB-02/03 11 4 11 9 12 7 3 0


0.192982 0.070175 0.192982 0.157895 0.210526 0.122807 0.052632 0
DB-04/05 # 4 5 6 5 10 11 16 10


% 0.059701 0.074627 0.089552 0.074627 0.149254 0.164179 0.238806 0.149254
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3.0


4. The BARS criteria reflect what is needed to successfully meet the ARL mission requirements.







4. The BARS criteria reflect what is needed to successfully meet the ARL mission requirements.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 22 11 21 19 34 20 8 4 26
N/A 4 % 0.158273 0.079137 0.151079 0.136691 0.244604 0.143885 0.057554 0.028777
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 2 0 0 2 3 2 1 0
20+ 68 % 0.2 0 0 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 5 4 9 7 13 9 3 2


% 0.096154 0.076923 0.173077 0.134615 0.25 0.173077 0.057692 0.038462
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 8 4 3 2 2 0
N/A 4 % 0.12 0.12 0.32 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.08 0
Non-superv 142 20+ # 11 4 4 6 14 7 2 2
Supervisor 19 % 0.22 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.28 0.14 0.04 0.04
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 19 11 19 17 28 15 8 3
N/A 5 % 0.158333 0.091667 0.158333 0.141667 0.233333 0.125 0.066667 0.025
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 0 2 2 5 5 0 1
DE 20 % 0.117647 0 0.117647 0.117647 0.294118 0.294118 0 0.058824
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5
DE # 2 2 2 4 2 1 1 0


% 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857 0.071429 0.071429 0
DB-02/03 9 5 8 10 14 5 2 1


0.166667 0.092593 0.148148 0.185185 0.259259 0.092593 0.037037 0.018519
DB-04/05 # 9 4 11 5 16 14 5 2


% 0.136364 0.060606 0.166667 0.075758 0.242424 0.212121 0.075758 0.030303
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3.8


5. Materials/guidelines for preparing my CASE package are readily available.







5. Materials/guidelines for preparing my CASE package are readily available.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 13 7 14 19 26 25 25 7 29
N/A 4 % 0.095588 0.051471 0.102941 0.139706 0.191176 0.183824 0.183824 0.051471
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 2 2 1 1 4 2 0 0
20+ 68 % 0.166667 0.166667 0.083333 0.083333 0.333333 0.166667 0 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 1 4 3 10 11 11 7 4


% 0.019608 0.078431 0.058824 0.196078 0.215686 0.215686 0.137255 0.078431
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 1 3 2 6 6 3 0
N/A 4 % 0.086957 0.043478 0.130435 0.086957 0.26087 0.26087 0.130435 0
Non-superv 142 20+ # 8 0 6 6 4 6 15 3
Supervisor 19 % 0.166667 0 0.125 0.125 0.083333 0.125 0.3125 0.0625
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 10 7 13 18 23 23 18 7
N/A 5 % 0.084034 0.058824 0.109244 0.151261 0.193277 0.193277 0.151261 0.058824
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 3 0 0 1 2 2 7 0
DE 20 % 0.2 0 0 0.066667 0.133333 0.133333 0.466667 0
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0


% 0.333333 0 0 0 0 0 0.666667 0
DE # 2 3 2 2 4 1 1 0


% 0.133333 0.2 0.133333 0.133333 0.266667 0.066667 0.066667 0
DB-02/03 4 3 7 11 11 13 4 3


0.071429 0.053571 0.125 0.196429 0.196429 0.232143 0.071429 0.053571
DB-04/05 # 6 1 4 6 10 11 18 4


% 0.1 0.016667 0.066667 0.1 0.166667 0.183333 0.3 0.066667







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


All Responses, Except 46 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 
Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


4.7


6. My supervisor is open to providing guidance and feedback on how to prepare my CASE
package.







6. My supervisor is open to providing guidance and feedback on how to prepare my CASE package.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 4 3 10 14 28 31 20 46
N/A 4 % 0.07563 0.033613 0.02521 0.084034 0.117647 0.235294 0.260504 0.168067
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 3 3 1 5
20+ 68 % 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25 0.083333 0.416667
Total 165 4 to 10 # 3 2 1 7 2 12 14 7


% 0.0625 0.041667 0.020833 0.145833 0.041667 0.25 0.291667 0.145833
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 1 0 1 0 9 7 1
N/A 4 % 0.05 0.05 0 0.05 0 0.45 0.35 0.05
Non-superv 142 20+ # 5 1 2 2 7 4 9 7
Supervisor 19 % 0.135135 0.027027 0.054054 0.054054 0.189189 0.108108 0.243243 0.189189
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 8 4 3 8 12 25 28 18
N/A 5 % 0.075472 0.037736 0.028302 0.075472 0.113208 0.235849 0.264151 0.169811
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 0 0 2 0 3 3 2
DE 20 % 0.090909 0 0 0.181818 0 0.272727 0.272727 0.181818
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


%
DE # 3 1 0 4 2 3 0 2


% 0.2 0.066667 0 0.266667 0.133333 0.2 0 0.133333
DB-02/03 3 2 2 3 8 13 14 11


0.053571 0.035714 0.035714 0.053571 0.142857 0.232143 0.25 0.196429
DB-04/05 # 3 1 1 3 2 12 17 7


% 0.065217 0.021739 0.021739 0.065217 0.043478 0.26087 0.369565 0.152174
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3.8


7. My CASE package is reviewed with due diligence and scored appropriately by the reviewers.







7. My CASE package is reviewed with due diligence and scored appropriately by the reviewers.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 13 3 5 9 19 15 16 4 81
N/A 4 % 0.154762 0.035714 0.059524 0.107143 0.22619 0.178571 0.190476 0.047619
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
20+ 68 % 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 3 1 1 7 9 7 5 2


% 0.085714 0.028571 0.028571 0.2 0.257143 0.2 0.142857 0.057143
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 1 1 4 4 3 0
N/A 4 % 0.176471 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.235294 0.235294 0.176471 0
Non-superv 142 20+ # 6 1 2 1 5 4 8 2
Supervisor 19 % 0.206897 0.034483 0.068966 0.034483 0.172414 0.137931 0.275862 0.068966
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 12 3 5 8 17 12 11 4
N/A 5 % 0.166667 0.041667 0.069444 0.111111 0.236111 0.166667 0.152778 0.055556
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 0 0 1 1 3 5 0
DE 20 % 0.090909 0 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.272727 0.454545 0
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
DE # 3 1 0 1 3 0 0 0


% 0.375 0.125 0 0.125 0.375 0 0 0
DB-02/03 4 2 2 5 10 5 3 0


0.129032 0.064516 0.064516 0.16129 0.322581 0.16129 0.096774 0
DB-04/05 # 6 0 3 3 5 10 12 4


% 0.139535 0 0.069767 0.069767 0.116279 0.232558 0.27907 0.093023
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8a. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Corporate Panel is constructive
and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.







8a. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Corporate Panel is constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 14 9 6 13 13 8 9 4 89
N/A 4 % 0.184211 0.118421 0.078947 0.171053 0.171053 0.105263 0.118421 0.052632
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
20+ 68 % 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 0
Total 165 4 to 10 # 1 4 2 6 5 4 1 1


% 0.041667 0.166667 0.083333 0.25 0.208333 0.166667 0.041667 0.041667
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 1 1 4 1 0 1
N/A 4 % 0.214286 0.214286 0.071429 0.071429 0.285714 0.071429 0 0.071429
Non-superv 142 20+ # 10 2 3 5 3 2 8 2
Supervisor 19 % 0.285714 0.057143 0.085714 0.142857 0.085714 0.057143 0.228571 0.057143
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 11 9 5 10 10 8 7 2
N/A 5 % 0.177419 0.145161 0.080645 0.16129 0.16129 0.129032 0.112903 0.032258
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 3 0 1 3 2 0 2 2 13
DE 20 % 0.230769 0 0.076923 0.230769 0.153846 0 0.153846 0.153846 3.461538
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


%
DE # 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 1


% 0.222222 0.222222 0 0.222222 0.222222 0 0 0.111111
DB-02/03 4 4 2 5 7 4 1 0


0.148148 0.148148 0.074074 0.185185 0.259259 0.148148 0.037037 0
DB-04/05 # 8 3 4 5 3 4 8 3


% 0.210526 0.078947 0.105263 0.131579 0.078947 0.105263 0.210526 0.078947
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8b. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Directorate Director is
constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.







8b. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Directorate Director is constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 14 5 9 6 15 16 9 7 84
N/A 4 % 0.17284 0.061728 0.111111 0.074074 0.185185 0.197531 0.111111 0.08642
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
20+ 68 % 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0.333333 0 0.333333
Total 165 4 to 10 # 2 3 0 2 9 4 1 2


% 0.086957 0.130435 0 0.086957 0.391304 0.173913 0.043478 0.086957
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 2 4 1 1 4 2 1
N/A 4 % 0.117647 0.117647 0.235294 0.058824 0.058824 0.235294 0.117647 0.058824
Non-superv 142 20+ # 10 0 5 2 4 7 6 3
Supervisor 19 % 0.27027 0 0.135135 0.054054 0.108108 0.189189 0.162162 0.081081
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 11 5 8 5 12 14 6 5
N/A 5 % 0.166667 0.075758 0.121212 0.075758 0.181818 0.212121 0.090909 0.075758
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 3 0 1 1 2 2 3 2 14
DE 20 % 0.214286 0 0.071429 0.071429 0.142857 0.142857 0.214286 0.142857 3.928571
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
DE # 2 2 0 1 3 0 0 2


% 0.2 0.2 0 0.1 0.3 0 0 0.2
DB-02/03 5 2 2 3 7 6 1 0


0.192308 0.076923 0.076923 0.115385 0.269231 0.230769 0.038462 0
DB-04/05 # 7 1 7 2 4 9 8 4


% 0.166667 0.02381 0.166667 0.047619 0.095238 0.214286 0.190476 0.095238
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8c. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Second−line Supervisor is
constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.







8c. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the Second-line Supervisor is constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promoti
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 13 5 9 8 13 14 10 7 86
N/A 4 % 0.164557 0.063291 0.113924 0.101266 0.164557 0.177215 0.126582 0.088608
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1
20+ 68 % 0 0 0 0 0.666667 0 0 0.333333
Total 165 4 to 10 # 2 3 2 4 5 5 3 1


% 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.16 0.2 0.2 0.12 0.04
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 2 1 3 1 3 2 1
N/A 4 % 0.133333 0.133333 0.066667 0.2 0.066667 0.2 0.133333 0.066667
Non-superv 142 20+ # 9 0 6 1 4 6 5 4
Supervisor 19 % 0.257143 0 0.171429 0.028571 0.114286 0.171429 0.142857 0.114286
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 11 5 7 7 11 12 9 4
N/A 5 % 0.166667 0.075758 0.106061 0.106061 0.166667 0.181818 0.136364 0.060606
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 0 2 1 1 2 1 3 12
DE 20 % 0.166667 0 0.166667 0.083333 0.083333 0.166667 0.083333 0.25 4.0
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
DE # 1 2 1 1 3 0 0 2


% 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0 0 0.2
DB-02/03 6 1 2 4 6 6 3 0


0.214286 0.035714 0.071429 0.142857 0.214286 0.214286 0.107143 0
DB-04/05 # 6 2 6 3 3 8 6 5


% 0.153846 0.051282 0.153846 0.076923 0.076923 0.205128 0.153846 0.128205
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8d. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the First−line Supervisor is
constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.







8d. If not promoted via the CASE process, feedback from the First-line Supervisor is constructive and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE promotion.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 6 8 7 15 12 17 7 84
N/A 4 % 0.111111 0.074074 0.098765 0.08642 0.185185 0.148148 0.209877 0.08642
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
20+ 68 % 0 0 0.333333 0 0.333333 0 0 0.333333
Total 165 4 to 10 # 0 2 2 4 7 7 2 1


% 0 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.04
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 2 1 3 1 0 4 1
N/A 4 % 0.2 0.133333 0.066667 0.2 0.066667 0 0.266667 0.066667
Non-superv 142 20+ # 6 2 4 0 5 5 11 4
Supervisor 19 % 0.162162 0.054054 0.108108 0 0.135135 0.135135 0.297297 0.108108
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 8 6 7 6 11 10 15 4
N/A 5 % 0.119403 0.089552 0.104478 0.089552 0.164179 0.149254 0.223881 0.059701
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 3 2 2 3 13
DE 20 % 0.076923 0 0.076923 0.076923 0.230769 0.153846 0.153846 0.230769 4.6
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
DE # 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 2


% 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111 0.333333 0 0 0.222222
DB-02/03 2 3 3 3 6 7 5 0


0.068966 0.103448 0.103448 0.103448 0.206897 0.241379 0.172414 0
DB-04/05 # 6 2 4 3 5 5 11 5


% 0.146341 0.04878 0.097561 0.073171 0.121951 0.121951 0.268293 0.121951
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9. The CASE process does not reward team work and group achievement.







9. The CASE process does not reward team work and group achievement.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 2 3 9 12 23 23 27 25 41
N/A 4 % 0.016129 0.024194 0.072581 0.096774 0.185484 0.185484 0.217742 0.201613
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 0 2 2 2 1
20+ 68 % 0 0 0.125 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.125
Total 165 4 to 10 # 1 1 5 5 11 4 9 7


% 0.023256 0.023256 0.116279 0.116279 0.255814 0.093023 0.209302 0.162791
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 1 1 9 7 3
N/A 4 % 0 0 0 0.047619 0.047619 0.428571 0.333333 0.142857
Non-superv 142 20+ # 1 2 3 6 8 8 9 13
Supervisor 19 % 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.16 0.16 0.18 0.26
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 2 2 9 9 16 19 26 22
N/A 5 % 0.019048 0.019048 0.085714 0.085714 0.152381 0.180952 0.247619 0.209524
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 0 1 0 3 6 4 1 2
DE 20 % 0 0.058824 0 0.176471 0.352941 0.235294 0.058824 0.117647
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0
DE # 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 4


% 0 0 0 0.090909 0.272727 0.090909 0.181818 0.363636
DB-02/03 0 2 6 3 8 6 14 8


0 0.042553 0.12766 0.06383 0.170213 0.12766 0.297872 0.170213
DB-04/05 # 2 1 3 8 10 15 10 12


% 0.032787 0.016393 0.04918 0.131148 0.163934 0.245902 0.163934 0.196721
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10. A CASE−like promotion process should be considered for DJ employees.







10. A CASE-like promotion process should be considered for DJ employees.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 2 3 9 17 10 8 7 102
N/A 4 % 0.111111 0.031746 0.047619 0.142857 0.269841 0.15873 0.126984 0.111111
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
20+ 68 % 0 0.25 0 0 0 0.25 0.25 0.25
Total 165 4 to 10 # 1 0 0 2 10 1 0 0


% 0.071429 0 0 0.142857 0.714286 0.071429 0 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 0 3 0 5 2 1
N/A 4 % 0.083333 0 0 0.25 0 0.416667 0.166667 0.083333
Non-superv 142 20+ # 5 1 3 4 7 3 4 5
Supervisor 19 % 0.15625 0.03125 0.09375 0.125 0.21875 0.09375 0.125 0.15625
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 5 2 2 8 13 4 5 5
N/A 5 % 0.113636 0.045455 0.045455 0.181818 0.295455 0.090909 0.113636 0.113636
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 0 1 1 4 6 2 2
DE 20 % 0.111111 0 0.055556 0.055556 0.222222 0.333333 0.111111 0.111111
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1


% 0 0 0 0.25 0 0 0.5 0.25
DE # 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1


% 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.25 0 0.25
DB-02/03 4 1 0 2 6 2 1 1


0.235294 0.058824 0 0.117647 0.352941 0.117647 0.058824 0.058824
DB-04/05 # 3 1 3 5 9 7 4 4


% 0.083333 0.027778 0.083333 0.138889 0.25 0.194444 0.111111 0.111111
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11. The CASE process needs improvement.







11. The CASE process needs improvement.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 0 3 1 8 20 35 28 37 33
N/A 4 % 0 0.022727 0.007576 0.060606 0.151515 0.265152 0.212121 0.280303
0 to 3 13
4 to 10 54 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 1
20+ 68 % 0 0 0 0.142857 0.142857 0.428571 0.142857 0.142857
Total 165 4 to 10 # 0 2 1 3 7 13 7 10


% 0 0.046512 0.023256 0.069767 0.162791 0.302326 0.162791 0.232558
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 0 2 7 8 7
N/A 4 % 0 0 0 0 0.083333 0.291667 0.333333 0.291667
Non-superv 142 20+ # 0 1 0 4 9 11 12 19
Supervisor 19 % 0 0.017857 0 0.071429 0.160714 0.196429 0.214286 0.339286
Total 165


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 0 3 1 7 16 29 23 33
N/A 5 % 0 0.026786 0.008929 0.0625 0.142857 0.258929 0.205357 0.294643
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 0 0 0 1 3 5 5 4
DE 20 % 0 0 0 0.055556 0.166667 0.277778 0.277778 0.222222
DB-02/03 62
DB-04/05 71 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 165 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0


% 0 0 0 0.333333 0.333333 0 0.333333 0
DE # 0 0 0 1 3 2 1 7


% 0 0 0 0.071429 0.214286 0.142857 0.071429 0.5
DB-02/03 0 1 0 3 5 12 12 16


0 0.020408 0 0.061224 0.102041 0.244898 0.244898 0.326531
DB-04/05 # 0 2 1 3 10 19 14 14


% 0 0.031746 0.015873 0.047619 0.15873 0.301587 0.222222 0.222222
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1. I understand the paybanding structure in the ARL Laboratory Demonstration Project.







1. I understand the paybanding structure in the ARL Laboratory Demonstration Project.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 2 4 1 7 12 36 48 45 1
N/A 3 % 0.012903 0.025806 0.006452 0.045161 0.077419 0.232258 0.309677 0.290323
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 1 8 2 2
20+ 60 % 0 0 0 0.071429 0.071429 0.571429 0.142857 0.142857
Total 156 4 to 10 # 2 3 0 3 6 15 14 12


% 0.036364 0.054545 0 0.054545 0.109091 0.272727 0.254545 0.218182
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 1 1 6 10 5
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.041667 0.041667 0.041667 0.25 0.416667 0.208333
Non-superv 135 20+ # 0 1 0 1 4 7 22 25
Supervisor 18 % 0 0.016667 0 0.016667 0.066667 0.116667 0.366667 0.416667
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 2 4 1 6 12 33 42 35
N/A 4 % 0.014815 0.02963 0.007407 0.044444 0.088889 0.244444 0.311111 0.259259
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 9
DE 22 % 0 0 0 0 0 0.166667 0.333333 0.5
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 0 1 4 1


% 0.125 0 0 0.125 0 0.125 0.5 0.125
DE # 1 1 0 3 4 5 3 5


% 0.045455 0.045455 0 0.136364 0.181818 0.227273 0.136364 0.227273
DB-02/03 0 2 1 1 7 19 15 11


0 0.035714 0.017857 0.017857 0.125 0.339286 0.267857 0.196429
DB-04/05 # 0 1 0 1 1 11 26 26


% 0 0.015152 0 0.015152 0.015152 0.166667 0.393939 0.393939







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


 35%


All Responses, Except 1 Blank or N/A Response


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%


 60%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


5.5


2. I am familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system.







2. I am familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 3 3 3 4 17 34 38 53 1
N/A 3 % 0.019355 0.019355 0.019355 0.025806 0.109677 0.219355 0.245161 0.341935
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 1 3 3 3 3
20+ 60 % 0 0 0.071429 0.071429 0.214286 0.214286 0.214286 0.214286
Total 156 4 to 10 # 3 2 1 2 9 18 10 10


% 0.054545 0.036364 0.018182 0.036364 0.163636 0.327273 0.181818 0.181818
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 0 2 10 7 4
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.041667 0 0.083333 0.416667 0.291667 0.166667
Non-superv 135 20+ # 0 1 0 0 3 3 18 35
Supervisor 18 % 0 0.016667 0 0 0.05 0.05 0.3 0.583333
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 3 3 3 17 31 33 42
N/A 4 % 0.022222 0.022222 0.022222 0.022222 0.125926 0.22963 0.244444 0.311111
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 10
DE 22 % 0 0 0 0 0 0.166667 0.277778 0.555556
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 4


% 0.125 0 0 0 0.125 0 0.25 0.5
DE # 2 0 1 2 2 6 5 4


% 0.090909 0 0.045455 0.090909 0.090909 0.272727 0.227273 0.181818
DB-02/03 0 2 2 1 9 19 12 11


0 0.035714 0.035714 0.017857 0.160714 0.339286 0.214286 0.196429
DB-04/05 # 0 1 0 0 5 9 19 32


% 0 0.015152 0 0 0.075758 0.136364 0.287879 0.484848
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4.0


3. I am happy with the current mapping of pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo.







3. I am happy with the current mapping of pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 13 14 13 21 29 24 23 2
N/A 3 % 0.11039 0.084416 0.090909 0.084416 0.136364 0.188312 0.155844 0.149351
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 1 0 1 3 6 2 1
20+ 60 % 0 0.071429 0 0.071429 0.214286 0.428571 0.142857 0.071429
Total 156 4 to 10 # 4 4 0 4 11 12 9 10


% 0.074074 0.074074 0 0.074074 0.203704 0.222222 0.166667 0.185185
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 2 6 1 2 5 4 4
N/A 3 % 0 0.083333 0.25 0.041667 0.083333 0.208333 0.166667 0.166667
Non-superv 135 20+ # 13 6 6 7 5 6 9 8
Supervisor 18 % 0.216667 0.1 0.1 0.116667 0.083333 0.1 0.15 0.133333
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 14 11 8 12 19 26 23 21
N/A 4 % 0.104478 0.08209 0.059701 0.089552 0.141791 0.19403 0.171642 0.156716
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 3 2 4 1 2 3 1 2
DE 22 % 0.166667 0.111111 0.222222 0.055556 0.111111 0.166667 0.055556 0.111111
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 0 3 1 1 1 0 1 1


% 0 0.375 0.125 0.125 0.125 0 0.125 0.125
DE # 1 1 1 2 6 4 3 3


% 0.047619 0.047619 0.047619 0.095238 0.285714 0.190476 0.142857 0.142857
DB-02/03 7 6 2 6 8 15 7 5


0.125 0.107143 0.035714 0.107143 0.142857 0.267857 0.125 0.089286
DB-04/05 # 9 3 8 4 6 9 13 14


% 0.136364 0.045455 0.121212 0.060606 0.090909 0.136364 0.19697 0.212121
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4.8


4. The pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo are an improvement over the previously used GS
system.







4. The pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo are an improvement over the previously used GS system.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 9 5 5 12 18 22 26 35 24
N/A 3 % 0.068182 0.037879 0.037879 0.090909 0.136364 0.166667 0.19697 0.265152
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 3 1 1 2 2
20+ 60 % 0 0 0 0.333333 0.111111 0.111111 0.222222 0.222222
Total 156 4 to 10 # 2 0 0 2 9 11 6 12


% 0.047619 0 0 0.047619 0.214286 0.261905 0.142857 0.285714
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 1 0 3 1 3 6 6
N/A 3 % 0 0.05 0 0.15 0.05 0.15 0.3 0.3
Non-superv 135 20+ # 7 3 5 3 7 7 12 15
Supervisor 18 % 0.118644 0.050847 0.084746 0.050847 0.118644 0.118644 0.20339 0.254237
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 8 4 3 10 15 19 24 29
N/A 4 % 0.071429 0.035714 0.026786 0.089286 0.133929 0.169643 0.214286 0.258929
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 1 0 2 1 3 3 2 6
DE 22 % 0.055556 0 0.111111 0.055556 0.166667 0.166667 0.111111 0.333333
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 2


% 0.166667 0 0 0.166667 0.166667 0.166667 0 0.333333
DE # 0 0 1 1 2 4 3 6


% 0 0 0.058824 0.058824 0.117647 0.235294 0.176471 0.352941
DB-02/03 5 2 2 8 7 8 6 6


0.113636 0.045455 0.045455 0.181818 0.159091 0.181818 0.136364 0.136364
DB-04/05 # 3 2 2 1 8 9 17 20


% 0.048387 0.032258 0.032258 0.016129 0.129032 0.145161 0.274194 0.322581







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 8 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


4.0


5. The current payband structure is good for employee morale.







5. The current payband structure is good for employee morale.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 14 5 17 16 28 32 20 16 8
N/A 3 % 0.094595 0.033784 0.114865 0.108108 0.189189 0.216216 0.135135 0.108108
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 3 2 2 2 2
20+ 60 % 0.083333 0 0 0.25 0.166667 0.166667 0.166667 0.166667
Total 156 4 to 10 # 5 0 5 5 13 14 3 8


% 0.09434 0 0.09434 0.09434 0.245283 0.264151 0.056604 0.150943
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 2 3 4 3 5 2 2
N/A 3 % 0.045455 0.090909 0.136364 0.181818 0.136364 0.227273 0.090909 0.090909
Non-superv 135 20+ # 7 2 8 4 10 11 13 4
Supervisor 18 % 0.118644 0.033898 0.135593 0.067797 0.169492 0.186441 0.220339 0.067797
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 14 3 15 11 24 30 17 14
N/A 4 % 0.109375 0.023438 0.117188 0.085938 0.1875 0.234375 0.132813 0.109375
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 0 1 1 5 4 2 3 2
DE 22 % 0 0.055556 0.055556 0.277778 0.222222 0.111111 0.166667 0.111111
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 1 0 2 1 2 1 0 1


% 0.125 0 0.25 0.125 0.25 0.125 0 0.125
DE # 1 1 3 0 6 3 2 4


% 0.05 0.05 0.15 0 0.3 0.15 0.1 0.2
DB-02/03 8 2 7 8 9 12 5 3


0.148148 0.037037 0.12963 0.148148 0.166667 0.222222 0.092593 0.055556
DB-04/05 # 4 1 4 7 11 16 12 8


% 0.063492 0.015873 0.063492 0.111111 0.174603 0.253968 0.190476 0.126984







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


All Responses, Except 7 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 


Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


4.1


6. My payband allows for sufficient salary and growth potential.







6. My payband allows for sufficient salary and growth potential.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 20 7 12 11 21 20 36 22 7
N/A 3 % 0.134228 0.04698 0.080537 0.073826 0.14094 0.134228 0.241611 0.147651
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 3 2 2 3 2
20+ 60 % 0.071429 0 0.071429 0.214286 0.142857 0.142857 0.214286 0.142857
Total 156 4 to 10 # 7 4 3 3 8 14 9 7


% 0.127273 0.072727 0.054545 0.054545 0.145455 0.254545 0.163636 0.127273
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 1 3 2 4 2 9 2
N/A 3 % 0.041667 0.041667 0.125 0.083333 0.166667 0.083333 0.375 0.083333
Non-superv 135 20+ # 11 2 4 3 7 2 14 11
Supervisor 18 % 0.203704 0.037037 0.074074 0.055556 0.12963 0.037037 0.259259 0.203704
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 17 7 10 10 18 19 30 19
N/A 4 % 0.130769 0.053846 0.076923 0.076923 0.138462 0.146154 0.230769 0.146154
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 3 0 1 1 3 1 5 3
DE 22 % 0.176471 0 0.058824 0.058824 0.176471 0.058824 0.294118 0.176471
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 3 0 2 1


% 0.25 0 0 0 0.375 0 0.25 0.125
DE # 2 1 1 2 4 4 5 3


% 0.090909 0.045455 0.045455 0.090909 0.181818 0.181818 0.227273 0.136364
DB-02/03 9 5 7 5 8 11 8 3


0.160714 0.089286 0.125 0.089286 0.142857 0.196429 0.142857 0.053571
DB-04/05 # 7 1 3 4 6 5 20 15


% 0.114754 0.016393 0.04918 0.065574 0.098361 0.081967 0.327869 0.245902
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4.7


7. Promotion to a DB−IV band is unnecessarily difficult because the pay band includes the GS−15
pay level.







7. Promotion to a DB-IV band is unnecessarily difficult because the pay band includes the GS-15 pay level.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 10 6 8 10 18 18 24 34 28
N/A 3 % 0.078125 0.046875 0.0625 0.078125 0.140625 0.140625 0.1875 0.265625
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 4 4 3 1
20+ 60 % 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0.333333 0.25 0.083333
Total 156 4 to 10 # 4 3 3 4 4 7 6 10


% 0.097561 0.073171 0.073171 0.097561 0.097561 0.170732 0.146341 0.243902
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 3 1 2 3 5 6
N/A 3 % 0.125 0.041667 0.125 0.041667 0.083333 0.125 0.208333 0.25
Non-superv 135 20+ # 3 2 2 5 8 4 9 17
Supervisor 18 % 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.1 0.16 0.08 0.18 0.34
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 8 5 7 10 17 15 18 30
N/A 4 % 0.072727 0.045455 0.063636 0.090909 0.154545 0.136364 0.163636 0.272727
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 2 1 1 0 1 3 5 4
DE 22 % 0.117647 0.058824 0.058824 0 0.058824 0.176471 0.294118 0.235294
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5
DE # 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2


% 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0.166667 0.166667 0.333333
DB-02/03 0 2 1 2 7 10 11 20


0 0.037736 0.018868 0.037736 0.132075 0.188679 0.207547 0.377358
DB-04/05 # 10 4 7 8 8 7 10 11


% 0.153846 0.061538 0.107692 0.123077 0.123077 0.107692 0.153846 0.169231
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4.7


8. The current DB−IV band should be split into two bands (for example, DB−IV−CAT1 for up to
the GS−14 pay level and DB−IV−CAT2 for up to the GS−15 pay level).







8. The current DB-IV band should be split into two bands (for example, DB-IV-CAT1 for up to the GS-14 pay level and DB-IV-CAT2 for up to the GS-15 pay level).
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 17 3 5 5 14 21 22 40 29
N/A 3 % 0.133858 0.023622 0.03937 0.03937 0.110236 0.165354 0.173228 0.314961
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 4 3 1 3
20+ 60 % 0 0 0 0 0.363636 0.272727 0.090909 0.272727
Total 156 4 to 10 # 8 1 1 2 3 7 9 11


% 0.190476 0.02381 0.02381 0.047619 0.071429 0.166667 0.214286 0.261905
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 2 2 2 6 2 5
N/A 3 % 0.130435 0.043478 0.086957 0.086957 0.086957 0.26087 0.086957 0.217391
Non-superv 135 20+ # 6 1 2 1 5 5 9 21
Supervisor 18 % 0.12 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.1 0.1 0.18 0.42
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 3 4 5 14 18 20 29
N/A 4 % 0.146789 0.027523 0.036697 0.045872 0.12844 0.165138 0.183486 0.266055
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 11
DE 22 % 0.058824 0 0.058824 0 0 0.176471 0.058824 0.647059
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2


% 0.333333 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.666667
DE # 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2


% 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4
DB-02/03 3 1 1 3 6 8 13 18


0.056604 0.018868 0.018868 0.056604 0.113208 0.150943 0.245283 0.339623
DB-04/05 # 13 2 3 2 7 12 7 18


% 0.203125 0.03125 0.046875 0.03125 0.109375 0.1875 0.109375 0.28125
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3.4


9. The DB−III band should include the GS−14 grade, and the DB−IV band should only include the
GS15 grade.







9. The DB-III band should include the GS-14 grade, and the DB-IV band should only include the GS15 grade.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 28 7 16 10 19 18 9 20 29
N/A 3 % 0.220472 0.055118 0.125984 0.07874 0.149606 0.141732 0.070866 0.15748
0 to 3 14
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 24 0 to 3 # 2 1 0 2 3 3 0 0
20+ 60 % 0.181818 0.090909 0 0.181818 0.272727 0.272727 0 0
Total 156 4 to 10 # 7 0 7 3 6 6 4 9


% 0.166667 0 0.166667 0.071429 0.142857 0.142857 0.095238 0.214286
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 1 4 0 5 4 2 3
N/A 3 % 0.173913 0.043478 0.173913 0 0.217391 0.173913 0.086957 0.130435
Non-superv 135 20+ # 15 5 5 5 4 5 3 8
Supervisor 18 % 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.08 0.1 0.06 0.16
Total 156


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 24 6 14 9 16 16 7 17
N/A 4 % 0.220183 0.055046 0.12844 0.082569 0.146789 0.146789 0.06422 0.155963
DJ/DK 8 Supervisor # 4 1 2 1 2 2 2 3
DE 22 % 0.235294 0.058824 0.117647 0.058824 0.117647 0.117647 0.117647 0.176471
DB-02/03 56
DB-04/05 66 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 156 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5
DE # 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1


% 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0.333333 0.166667 0.166667
DB-02/03 4 1 8 4 8 12 3 13


0.075472 0.018868 0.150943 0.075472 0.150943 0.226415 0.056604 0.245283
DB-04/05 # 24 6 7 6 8 4 4 5


% 0.375 0.09375 0.109375 0.09375 0.125 0.0625 0.0625 0.078125
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3.4


1. I understand the difference between Merit Promotions and Promotions made through the
CASE process.







1. I understand the difference between Merit Promotions and Promotions made through the CASE process.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 32 16 17 8 22 22 15 25 6
N/A 2 % 0.203822 0.101911 0.10828 0.050955 0.140127 0.140127 0.095541 0.159236
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 5 0 0 2 1 1 0 2
20+ 71 % 0.454545 0 0 0.181818 0.090909 0.090909 0 0.181818
Total 163 4 to 10 # 10 4 10 5 10 7 5 3


% 0.185185 0.074074 0.185185 0.092593 0.185185 0.12963 0.092593 0.055556
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 3 2 1 3 5 0 4
N/A 3 % 0.217391 0.130435 0.086957 0.043478 0.130435 0.217391 0 0.173913
Non-superv 139 20+ # 11 9 4 0 8 9 10 16
Supervisor 21 % 0.164179 0.134328 0.059701 0 0.119403 0.134328 0.149254 0.238806
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 30 15 14 8 19 19 13 15
N/A 4 % 0.225564 0.112782 0.105263 0.06015 0.142857 0.142857 0.097744 0.112782
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 1 2 0 2 3 2 10
DE 21 % 0.047619 0.047619 0.095238 0 0.095238 0.142857 0.095238 0.47619
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 1


% 0.4 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.2 0.2
DE # 2 2 3 1 4 6 1 0


% 0.105263 0.105263 0.157895 0.052632 0.210526 0.315789 0.052632 0
DB-02/03 17 10 7 3 5 6 5 5


0.293103 0.172414 0.12069 0.051724 0.086207 0.103448 0.086207 0.086207
DB-04/05 # 10 4 5 4 12 10 8 18


% 0.140845 0.056338 0.070423 0.056338 0.169014 0.140845 0.112676 0.253521
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2. The workforce is well informed when Merit Promotion positions become available (for
example, branch chief).







2. The workforce is well informed when Merit Promotion positions become available (for example, branch chief).
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 13 7 11 13 23 26 34 29 7
N/A 2 % 0.083333 0.044872 0.070513 0.083333 0.147436 0.166667 0.217949 0.185897
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 3 0 0 2 0 1 1 4
20+ 71 % 0.272727 0 0 0.181818 0 0.090909 0.090909 0.363636
Total 163 4 to 10 # 3 1 6 1 14 10 14 4


% 0.056604 0.018868 0.113208 0.018868 0.264151 0.188679 0.264151 0.075472
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 2 3 5 4 5 3
N/A 3 % 0.043478 0 0.086957 0.130435 0.217391 0.173913 0.217391 0.130435
Non-superv 139 20+ # 6 6 3 7 3 11 13 18
Supervisor 21 % 0.089552 0.089552 0.044776 0.104478 0.044776 0.164179 0.19403 0.268657
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 13 6 10 11 20 24 27 21
N/A 4 % 0.098485 0.045455 0.075758 0.083333 0.151515 0.181818 0.204545 0.159091
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 0 1 1 2 2 2 5 8
DE 21 % 0 0.047619 0.047619 0.095238 0.095238 0.095238 0.238095 0.380952
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0


% 0.2 0 0.2 0.2 0 0.2 0.2 0
DE # 2 2 1 2 2 3 4 2


% 0.111111 0.111111 0.055556 0.111111 0.111111 0.166667 0.222222 0.111111
DB-02/03 8 2 5 5 11 8 11 8


0.137931 0.034483 0.086207 0.086207 0.189655 0.137931 0.189655 0.137931
DB-04/05 # 1 3 4 5 9 14 17 18


% 0.014085 0.042254 0.056338 0.070423 0.126761 0.197183 0.239437 0.253521
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3. I have applied for Merit Promotion and/or 1y position(s).







3. I have applied for Merit Promotion and/or 1y position(s).
All No Yes N/A


All # 115 42 6
N/A 2 % 0.732484 0.267516
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 11 0
20+ 71 % 1 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 51 3


% 0.944444 0.055556
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 14 9
N/A 3 % 0.608696 0.391304
Non-superv 139 20+ # 38 30
Supervisor 21 % 0.558824 0.441176
Total 163


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 112 23
N/A 4 % 0.82963 0.17037
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 19
DE 21 % 0.05 0.95
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 163 DJ/DK # 6 0


% 1 0
DE # 16 4


% 0.8 0.2
DB-02/03 56 1


0.982456 0.017544
DB-04/05 # 35 36


% 0.492958 0.507042


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  "No" means "Yes" was not selected.
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4. I understand how to apply for Merit Promotion positions.







4. I understand how to apply for Merit Promotion positions.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 29 9 16 12 30 22 16 18 11
N/A 2 % 0.190789 0.059211 0.105263 0.078947 0.197368 0.144737 0.105263 0.118421
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 5 0 2 1 1 2 0 1
20+ 71 % 0.416667 0 0.166667 0.083333 0.083333 0.166667 0 0.083333
Total 163 4 to 10 # 12 4 8 8 10 7 2 1


% 0.230769 0.076923 0.153846 0.153846 0.192308 0.134615 0.038462 0.019231
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 0 4 2 5 4 2 3
N/A 3 % 0.090909 0 0.181818 0.090909 0.227273 0.181818 0.090909 0.136364
Non-superv 139 20+ # 9 5 1 1 14 9 12 13
Supervisor 21 % 0.140625 0.078125 0.015625 0.015625 0.21875 0.140625 0.1875 0.203125
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 28 9 14 12 25 20 10 11
N/A 4 % 0.217054 0.069767 0.108527 0.093023 0.193798 0.155039 0.077519 0.085271
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 0 0 1 0 4 2 6 7
DE 21 % 0 0 0.05 0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.35
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1


% 0.5 0 0.166667 0 0 0.166667 0 0.166667
DE # 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 0


% 0.166667 0.111111 0.111111 0.222222 0.166667 0.111111 0.111111 0
DB-02/03 16 3 7 7 10 7 2 2


0.296296 0.055556 0.12963 0.12963 0.185185 0.12963 0.037037 0.037037
DB-04/05 # 5 4 5 1 17 12 12 14


% 0.071429 0.057143 0.071429 0.014286 0.242857 0.171429 0.171429 0.2
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5. Merit Promotion positions are typically filled in a timely manner.







5. Merit Promotion positions are typically filled in a timely manner.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 34 21 29 14 20 7 1 1 36
N/A 2 % 0.267717 0.165354 0.228346 0.110236 0.15748 0.055118 0.007874 0.007874
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 3 0 1 1 1 1 0 0
20+ 71 % 0.428571 0 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857 0 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 7 6 12 5 8 3 0 0


% 0.170732 0.146341 0.292683 0.121951 0.195122 0.073171 0 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 8 3 4 1 0 0
N/A 3 % 0.136364 0.136364 0.363636 0.136364 0.181818 0.045455 0 0
Non-superv 139 20+ # 20 12 8 5 7 2 1 1
Supervisor 21 % 0.357143 0.214286 0.142857 0.089286 0.125 0.035714 0.017857 0.017857
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 28 16 27 10 18 6 0 1
N/A 4 % 0.264151 0.150943 0.254717 0.09434 0.169811 0.056604 0 0.009434
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 5 4 2 4 2 1 1 0
DE 21 % 0.263158 0.210526 0.105263 0.210526 0.105263 0.052632 0.052632 0
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0


% 0.5 0 0.25 0 0.25 0 0 0
DE # 1 1 6 0 6 0 0 0


% 0.071429 0.071429 0.428571 0 0.428571 0 0 0
DB-02/03 12 7 9 6 5 3 0 0


0.285714 0.166667 0.214286 0.142857 0.119048 0.071429 0 0
DB-04/05 # 18 13 13 7 8 4 1 1


% 0.276923 0.2 0.2 0.107692 0.123077 0.061538 0.015385 0.015385
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6. I understand the competitive process used for the selection of permanent branch chiefs.







6. I understand the competitive process used for the selection of permanent branch chiefs.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 26 15 19 11 20 20 20 12 20
N/A 2 % 0.181818 0.104895 0.132867 0.076923 0.13986 0.13986 0.13986 0.083916
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 3 2 2 1 1 2 0 0
20+ 71 % 0.272727 0.181818 0.181818 0.090909 0.090909 0.181818 0 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 10 6 7 4 10 4 4 0


% 0.222222 0.133333 0.155556 0.088889 0.222222 0.088889 0.088889 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 4 4 1 6 3 1
N/A 3 % 0.130435 0.043478 0.173913 0.173913 0.043478 0.26087 0.130435 0.043478
Non-superv 139 20+ # 9 6 5 2 8 8 13 11
Supervisor 21 % 0.145161 0.096774 0.080645 0.032258 0.129032 0.129032 0.209677 0.177419
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 25 14 18 11 18 18 13 3
N/A 4 % 0.208333 0.116667 0.15 0.091667 0.15 0.15 0.108333 0.025
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 0 1 0 0 2 1 7 9
DE 21 % 0 0.05 0 0 0.1 0.05 0.35 0.45
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1


% 0.25 0 0.25 0 0.25 0 0 0.25
DE # 2 1 2 0 3 2 1 0


% 0.181818 0.090909 0.181818 0 0.272727 0.181818 0.090909 0
DB-02/03 16 10 10 7 8 5 0 0


0.285714 0.178571 0.178571 0.125 0.142857 0.089286 0 0
DB-04/05 # 5 4 5 4 8 13 19 10


% 0.073529 0.058824 0.073529 0.058824 0.117647 0.191176 0.279412 0.147059
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7. The best candidate for a Merit Promotion position is usually selected.







7. The best candidate for a Merit Promotion position is usually selected.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 7 14 23 29 19 8 6 42
N/A 2 % 0.123967 0.057851 0.115702 0.190083 0.239669 0.157025 0.066116 0.049587
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 3 1 2 0 0
20+ 71 % 0 0 0.142857 0.428571 0.142857 0.285714 0 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 1 3 4 10 14 4 1 2


% 0.025641 0.076923 0.102564 0.25641 0.358974 0.102564 0.025641 0.051282
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 1 2 3 3 4 1 0
N/A 3 % 0.176471 0.058824 0.117647 0.176471 0.176471 0.235294 0.058824 0
Non-superv 139 20+ # 11 3 6 7 11 9 6 4
Supervisor 21 % 0.192982 0.052632 0.105263 0.122807 0.192982 0.157895 0.105263 0.070175
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 14 6 12 22 26 14 4 3
N/A 4 % 0.138614 0.059406 0.118812 0.217822 0.257426 0.138614 0.039604 0.029703
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 1 1 1 1 3 4 4 3
DE 21 % 0.055556 0.055556 0.055556 0.055556 0.166667 0.222222 0.222222 0.166667
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1


% 0 0.25 0 0.25 0 0 0.25 0.25
DE # 2 0 2 4 2 2 0 0


% 0.166667 0 0.166667 0.333333 0.166667 0.166667 0 0
DB-02/03 3 3 5 11 13 6 0 1


0.071429 0.071429 0.119048 0.261905 0.309524 0.142857 0 0.02381
DB-04/05 # 10 3 5 7 14 11 7 3


% 0.166667 0.05 0.083333 0.116667 0.233333 0.183333 0.116667 0.05
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8. I am interested in applying for Merit Promotion positions.







8. I am interested in applying for Merit Promotion positions.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 19 11 14 6 29 33 15 13 23
N/A 2 % 0.135714 0.078571 0.1 0.042857 0.207143 0.235714 0.107143 0.092857
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 3
20+ 71 % 0 0 0 0 0.3 0.4 0 0.3
Total 163 4 to 10 # 4 6 3 1 12 11 9 3


% 0.081633 0.122449 0.061224 0.020408 0.244898 0.22449 0.183673 0.061224
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 4 2 7 4 2 2
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.190476 0.095238 0.333333 0.190476 0.095238 0.095238
Non-superv 139 20+ # 15 5 7 3 6 14 3 5
Supervisor 21 % 0.258621 0.086207 0.12069 0.051724 0.103448 0.241379 0.051724 0.086207
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 17 9 13 6 26 30 10 10
N/A 4 % 0.140496 0.07438 0.107438 0.049587 0.214876 0.247934 0.082645 0.082645
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 1 1 0 2 3 4 3
DE 21 % 0.125 0.0625 0.0625 0 0.125 0.1875 0.25 0.1875
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1


% 0.333333 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0.333333
DE # 3 1 3 0 1 5 2 1


% 0.1875 0.0625 0.1875 0 0.0625 0.3125 0.125 0.0625
DB-02/03 6 4 6 2 13 13 6 4


0.111111 0.074074 0.111111 0.037037 0.240741 0.240741 0.111111 0.074074
DB-04/05 # 8 6 5 4 14 14 6 7


% 0.125 0.09375 0.078125 0.0625 0.21875 0.21875 0.09375 0.109375
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9. I am encouraged by my management to apply for Merit Promotion positions.







9. I am encouraged by my management to apply for Merit Promotion positions.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 31 14 15 16 26 14 10 7 30
N/A 2 % 0.233083 0.105263 0.112782 0.120301 0.195489 0.105263 0.075188 0.052632
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 3 1 1 0 1
20+ 71 % 0 0 0.142857 0.428571 0.142857 0.142857 0 0.142857
Total 163 4 to 10 # 10 7 5 5 11 4 2 2


% 0.217391 0.152174 0.108696 0.108696 0.23913 0.086957 0.043478 0.043478
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 7 3 3 1 2 3 2 0
N/A 3 % 0.333333 0.142857 0.142857 0.047619 0.095238 0.142857 0.095238 0
Non-superv 139 20+ # 14 3 5 7 12 6 6 4
Supervisor 21 % 0.245614 0.052632 0.087719 0.122807 0.210526 0.105263 0.105263 0.070175
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 29 11 14 14 23 10 7 5
N/A 4 % 0.256637 0.097345 0.123894 0.123894 0.20354 0.088496 0.061947 0.044248
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 2 0 1 3 4 3 2
DE 21 % 0.117647 0.117647 0 0.058824 0.176471 0.235294 0.176471 0.117647
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0


% 0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0
DE # 4 2 3 2 3 1 1 0


% 0.25 0.125 0.1875 0.125 0.1875 0.0625 0.0625 0
DB-02/03 14 7 4 6 6 4 3 2


0.304348 0.152174 0.086957 0.130435 0.130435 0.086957 0.065217 0.043478
DB-04/05 # 11 4 7 7 17 9 6 5


% 0.166667 0.060606 0.106061 0.106061 0.257576 0.136364 0.090909 0.075758
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10. I have made my Supervisor aware of my interest in Merit Promotions using my Individual
Development Plan.







10. I have made my Supervisor aware of my interest in Merit Promotions using my Individual Development Plan.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 27 18 13 19 24 9 3 8 42
N/A 2 % 0.22314 0.14876 0.107438 0.157025 0.198347 0.07438 0.024793 0.066116
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 1 1 0 3 2 0 0 0
20+ 71 % 0.142857 0.142857 0 0.428571 0.285714 0 0 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 9 6 5 7 9 4 1 2


% 0.209302 0.139535 0.116279 0.162791 0.209302 0.093023 0.023256 0.046512
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 3 2 4 2 3 1 2
N/A 3 % 0.105263 0.157895 0.105263 0.210526 0.105263 0.157895 0.052632 0.105263
Non-superv 139 20+ # 15 6 6 5 11 2 1 4
Supervisor 21 % 0.3 0.12 0.12 0.1 0.22 0.04 0.02 0.08
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 24 13 12 16 22 6 2 7
N/A 4 % 0.235294 0.127451 0.117647 0.156863 0.215686 0.058824 0.019608 0.068627
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 1
DE 21 % 0.1875 0.1875 0.0625 0.1875 0.0625 0.1875 0.0625 0.0625
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5
DE # 1 3 2 1 3 3 0 0


% 0.076923 0.230769 0.153846 0.076923 0.230769 0.230769 0 0
DB-02/03 14 4 4 9 9 1 1 0


0.333333 0.095238 0.095238 0.214286 0.214286 0.02381 0.02381 0
DB-04/05 # 10 9 7 9 12 5 2 7


% 0.163934 0.147541 0.114754 0.147541 0.196721 0.081967 0.032787 0.114754
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11. I understand the process for the selection of acting Branch Chiefs.







11. I understand the process for the selection of acting Branch Chiefs.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 30 22 19 20 20 14 12 13 13
N/A 2 % 0.2 0.146667 0.126667 0.133333 0.133333 0.093333 0.08 0.086667
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 6 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
20+ 71 % 0.545455 0.090909 0.090909 0 0.090909 0.090909 0 0.090909
Total 163 4 to 10 # 9 12 7 10 8 3 1 0


% 0.18 0.24 0.14 0.2 0.16 0.06 0.02 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 3 5 3 1 2 4 1
N/A 3 % 0.136364 0.136364 0.227273 0.136364 0.045455 0.090909 0.181818 0.045455
Non-superv 139 20+ # 11 5 6 7 10 8 7 11
Supervisor 21 % 0.169231 0.076923 0.092308 0.107692 0.153846 0.123077 0.107692 0.169231
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 27 21 18 18 19 11 7 6
N/A 4 % 0.212598 0.165354 0.141732 0.141732 0.149606 0.086614 0.055118 0.047244
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 0 1 2 1 2 5 7
DE 21 % 0.1 0 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.25 0.35
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1


% 0.5 0 0 0.25 0 0 0 0.25
DE # 3 1 3 3 4 1 0 0


% 0.2 0.066667 0.2 0.2 0.266667 0.066667 0 0
DB-02/03 17 10 13 6 8 4 0 0


0.293103 0.172414 0.224138 0.103448 0.137931 0.068966 0 0
DB-04/05 # 6 10 3 10 8 9 11 12


% 0.086957 0.144928 0.043478 0.144928 0.115942 0.130435 0.15942 0.173913
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3.3


12. Acting Branch Chiefs perform their duties just as well as permanent branch chiefs.







12. Acting Branch Chiefs perform their duties just as well as permanent branch chiefs.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 20 6 24 26 31 19 16 4 17
N/A 2 % 0.136986 0.041096 0.164384 0.178082 0.212329 0.130137 0.109589 0.027397
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 0 0 2 5 2 0 1 0
20+ 71 % 0 0 0.2 0.5 0.2 0 0.1 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 4 4 6 8 11 10 8 1


% 0.076923 0.076923 0.115385 0.153846 0.211538 0.192308 0.153846 0.019231
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 4 0 7 4 2 1 2 0
N/A 3 % 0.2 0 0.35 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.1 0
Non-superv 139 20+ # 11 2 9 9 16 8 5 3
Supervisor 21 % 0.174603 0.031746 0.142857 0.142857 0.253968 0.126984 0.079365 0.047619
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 16 6 21 17 28 19 13 3
N/A 4 % 0.130081 0.04878 0.170732 0.138211 0.227642 0.154472 0.105691 0.02439
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 3 0 3 8 3 0 3 1
DE 21 % 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.380952 0.142857 0 0.142857 0.047619
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0


% 0.333333 0 0.166667 0.333333 0 0 0.166667 0
DE # 5 0 2 1 6 1 1 1


% 0.294118 0 0.117647 0.058824 0.352941 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824
DB-02/03 5 4 8 8 13 7 9 0


0.092593 0.074074 0.148148 0.148148 0.240741 0.12963 0.166667 0
DB-04/05 # 7 2 12 15 11 11 5 3


% 0.106061 0.030303 0.181818 0.227273 0.166667 0.166667 0.075758 0.045455
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2.5


13. Having one or more acting Branch Chiefs in a performance review cycle positively affects
my rating.







13. Having one or more acting Branch Chiefs in a performance review cycle positively affects my rating.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 30 21 25 13 18 6 8 9 33
N/A 2 % 0.230769 0.161538 0.192308 0.1 0.138462 0.046154 0.061538 0.069231
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 0 2 3 0 1 1 1 0
20+ 71 % 0 0.25 0.375 0 0.125 0.125 0.125 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 8 10 8 5 5 2 4 3


% 0.177778 0.222222 0.177778 0.111111 0.111111 0.044444 0.088889 0.066667
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 5 3 6 1 3 0 0 1
N/A 3 % 0.263158 0.157895 0.315789 0.052632 0.157895 0 0 0.052632
Non-superv 139 20+ # 16 6 8 7 9 3 3 5
Supervisor 21 % 0.280702 0.105263 0.140351 0.122807 0.157895 0.052632 0.052632 0.087719
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 27 19 20 11 15 6 8 8
N/A 4 % 0.236842 0.166667 0.175439 0.096491 0.131579 0.052632 0.070175 0.070175
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 2 5 2 3 0 0 1
DE 21 % 0.133333 0.133333 0.333333 0.133333 0.2 0 0 0.066667
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0.2 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.2
DE # 4 2 4 0 2 0 1 4


% 0.235294 0.117647 0.235294 0 0.117647 0 0.058824 0.235294
DB-02/03 12 5 11 3 9 4 5 0


0.244898 0.102041 0.22449 0.061224 0.183673 0.081633 0.102041 0
DB-04/05 # 12 11 10 10 7 2 1 4


% 0.210526 0.192982 0.175439 0.175439 0.122807 0.035088 0.017544 0.070175
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4.6


14. Having acting Branch Chiefs for an extended period of time (greater than one year)
negatively affects my career development.







14. Having acting Branch Chiefs for an extended period of time (greater than one year) negatively affects my career development.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 3 11 10 23 35 19 25 30
N/A 2 % 0.052632 0.022556 0.082707 0.075188 0.172932 0.263158 0.142857 0.18797
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 1 0 1 1 2 3 0 1
20+ 71 % 0.111111 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.222222 0.333333 0 0.111111
Total 163 4 to 10 # 4 1 6 4 7 9 10 8


% 0.081633 0.020408 0.122449 0.081633 0.142857 0.183673 0.204082 0.163265
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 2 1 7 5 3
N/A 3 % 0 0 0.052632 0.105263 0.052632 0.368421 0.263158 0.157895
Non-superv 139 20+ # 2 2 3 3 13 16 4 12
Supervisor 21 % 0.036364 0.036364 0.054545 0.054545 0.236364 0.290909 0.072727 0.218182
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 5 2 10 6 22 30 18 23
N/A 4 % 0.043103 0.017241 0.086207 0.051724 0.189655 0.258621 0.155172 0.198276
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 1 1 3 1 5 1 1
DE 21 % 0.133333 0.066667 0.066667 0.2 0.066667 0.333333 0.066667 0.066667
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0


% 0.25 0 0 0 0.25 0 0.5 0
DE # 2 0 2 1 3 6 1 3


% 0.111111 0 0.111111 0.055556 0.166667 0.333333 0.055556 0.166667
DB-02/03 2 0 6 4 11 9 6 11


0.040816 0 0.122449 0.081633 0.22449 0.183673 0.122449 0.22449
DB-04/05 # 2 3 3 5 7 20 10 10


% 0.033333 0.05 0.05 0.083333 0.116667 0.333333 0.166667 0.166667
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2.8


15. Scientists and engineers within WMRD are provided with opportunities to learn what is
necessary to perform the role of Branch Chief.







15. Scientists and engineers within WMRD are provided with opportunities to learn what is necessary to perform the role of Branch Chief.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 29 16 26 18 26 15 9 7 17
N/A 2 % 0.19863 0.109589 0.178082 0.123288 0.178082 0.10274 0.061644 0.047945
0 to 3 12
4 to 10 55 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 23 0 to 3 # 4 1 1 3 1 1 0 0
20+ 71 % 0.363636 0.090909 0.090909 0.272727 0.090909 0.090909 0 0
Total 163 4 to 10 # 12 5 10 5 7 5 2 3


% 0.244898 0.102041 0.204082 0.102041 0.142857 0.102041 0.040816 0.061224
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 5 5 5 3 1 2 0
N/A 3 % 0.086957 0.217391 0.217391 0.217391 0.130435 0.043478 0.086957 0
Non-superv 139 20+ # 10 4 10 5 15 8 5 4
Supervisor 21 % 0.163934 0.065574 0.163934 0.081967 0.245902 0.131148 0.081967 0.065574
Total 163


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 26 13 23 17 23 13 5 4
N/A 4 % 0.209677 0.104839 0.185484 0.137097 0.185484 0.104839 0.040323 0.032258
DJ/DK 7 Supervisor # 2 2 3 1 3 1 4 3
DE 21 % 0.105263 0.105263 0.157895 0.052632 0.157895 0.052632 0.210526 0.157895
DB-02/03 59
DB-04/05 72 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 163 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


% 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25
DE # 2 0 1 2 2 3 1 1


% 0.166667 0 0.083333 0.166667 0.166667 0.25 0.083333 0.083333
DB-02/03 14 5 14 7 9 4 3 1


0.245614 0.087719 0.245614 0.122807 0.157895 0.070175 0.052632 0.017544
DB-04/05 # 9 10 11 9 15 8 4 3


% 0.130435 0.144928 0.15942 0.130435 0.217391 0.115942 0.057971 0.043478
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5.6


1. I am motivated in my work to do my best for ARL and the Army.







1. I am motivated in my work to do my best for ARL and the Army.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 2 6 5 12 21 58 64 1
N/A 4 % 0.04 0.011429 0.034286 0.028571 0.068571 0.12 0.331429 0.365714
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 1 3 6 5
20+ 73 % 0 0 0 0 0.066667 0.2 0.4 0.333333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 2 1 4 0 5 3 25 18


% 0.034483 0.017241 0.068966 0 0.086207 0.051724 0.431034 0.310345
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 0 1 3 1 2 10 7
N/A 4 % 0.076923 0 0.038462 0.115385 0.038462 0.076923 0.384615 0.269231
Non-superv 151 20+ # 3 1 0 2 4 13 17 33
Supervisor 21 % 0.041096 0.013699 0 0.027397 0.054795 0.178082 0.232877 0.452055
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 6 2 5 5 10 18 51 54
N/A 5 % 0.039735 0.013245 0.033113 0.033113 0.066225 0.119205 0.337748 0.357616
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 0 0 1 3 7 9
DE 23 % 0.047619 0 0 0 0.047619 0.142857 0.333333 0.428571
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 3


% 0.111111 0 0 0 0.111111 0.333333 0.111111 0.333333
DE # 0 1 0 0 0 1 9 12


% 0 0.043478 0 0 0 0.043478 0.391304 0.521739
DB-02/03 2 1 5 1 4 10 25 15


0.031746 0.015873 0.079365 0.015873 0.063492 0.15873 0.396825 0.238095
DB-04/05 # 4 0 0 4 6 7 23 32


% 0.052632 0 0 0.052632 0.078947 0.092105 0.302632 0.421053
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5.3


2. Generally, I start my work day with a positive attitude.







2. Generally, I start my work day with a positive attitude.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 2 5 10 24 28 63 39 1
N/A 4 % 0.022857 0.011429 0.028571 0.057143 0.137143 0.16 0.36 0.222857
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 1 3 1 5 5
20+ 73 % 0 0 0 0.066667 0.2 0.066667 0.333333 0.333333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 1 1 1 2 7 10 24 12


% 0.017241 0.017241 0.017241 0.034483 0.12069 0.172414 0.413793 0.206897
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 1 3 4 6 9 2
N/A 4 % 0.038462 0 0.038462 0.115385 0.153846 0.230769 0.346154 0.076923
Non-superv 151 20+ # 2 1 3 4 10 11 23 19
Supervisor 21 % 0.027397 0.013699 0.041096 0.054795 0.136986 0.150685 0.315068 0.260274
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 2 5 8 21 22 54 36
N/A 5 % 0.019868 0.013245 0.033113 0.05298 0.139073 0.145695 0.357616 0.238411
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 0 2 3 6 6 3
DE 23 % 0.047619 0 0 0.095238 0.142857 0.285714 0.285714 0.142857
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 3


% 0 0 0 0.111111 0.222222 0.333333 0 0.333333
DE # 0 0 0 2 0 1 14 6


% 0 0 0 0.086957 0 0.043478 0.608696 0.26087
DB-02/03 2 2 3 2 9 11 24 10


0.031746 0.031746 0.047619 0.031746 0.142857 0.174603 0.380952 0.15873
DB-04/05 # 2 0 2 5 13 13 22 19


% 0.026316 0 0.026316 0.065789 0.171053 0.171053 0.289474 0.25
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4.4


3. Generally, I have a sense of accomplishment at the end of each work day.







3. Generally, I have a sense of accomplishment at the end of each work day.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 6 16 22 34 38 36 18 2
N/A 4 % 0.022989 0.034483 0.091954 0.126437 0.195402 0.218391 0.206897 0.103448
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 3 4 5 1 2
20+ 73 % 0 0 0 0.2 0.266667 0.333333 0.066667 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 1 1 4 5 10 17 12 8


% 0.017241 0.017241 0.068966 0.086207 0.172414 0.293103 0.206897 0.137931
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 3 5 4 3 5 5 0
N/A 4 % 0.038462 0.115385 0.192308 0.153846 0.115385 0.192308 0.192308 0
Non-superv 151 20+ # 2 2 7 10 15 11 18 7
Supervisor 21 % 0.027778 0.027778 0.097222 0.138889 0.208333 0.152778 0.25 0.097222
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 6 13 19 26 35 31 17
N/A 5 % 0.02 0.04 0.086667 0.126667 0.173333 0.233333 0.206667 0.113333
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 3 3 6 3 4 1
DE 23 % 0.047619 0 0.142857 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857 0.190476 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 2 2 3 1


% 0 0 0 0.111111 0.222222 0.222222 0.333333 0.111111
DE # 0 0 2 2 3 6 7 3


% 0 0 0.086957 0.086957 0.130435 0.26087 0.304348 0.130435
DB-02/03 2 2 5 8 12 18 9 7


0.031746 0.031746 0.079365 0.126984 0.190476 0.285714 0.142857 0.111111
DB-04/05 # 2 4 9 11 14 12 17 6


% 0.026667 0.053333 0.12 0.146667 0.186667 0.16 0.226667 0.08
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5.3


4. My work has a positive impact on the Army in support of the Warfighter.







4. My work has a positive impact on the Army in support of the Warfighter.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 1 7 9 21 34 52 44 4
N/A 4 % 0.023256 0.005814 0.040698 0.052326 0.122093 0.197674 0.302326 0.255814
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 3 0 2 3 7
20+ 73 % 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.133333 0.2 0.466667
Total 176 4 to 10 # 0 1 3 2 7 11 21 13


% 0 0.017241 0.051724 0.034483 0.12069 0.189655 0.362069 0.224138
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 0 1 2 4 8 7 3
N/A 4 % 0.038462 0 0.038462 0.076923 0.153846 0.307692 0.269231 0.115385
Non-superv 151 20+ # 3 0 3 2 10 13 19 20
Supervisor 21 % 0.042857 0 0.042857 0.028571 0.142857 0.185714 0.271429 0.285714
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 1 7 7 18 32 40 40
N/A 5 % 0.02027 0.006757 0.047297 0.047297 0.121622 0.216216 0.27027 0.27027
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 0 2 3 2 9 4
DE 23 % 0.047619 0 0 0.095238 0.142857 0.095238 0.428571 0.190476
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 2


% 0 0 0 0.125 0.125 0.25 0.25 0.25
DE # 0 0 0 0 1 4 10 7


% 0 0 0 0 0.045455 0.181818 0.454545 0.318182
DB-02/03 0 0 4 4 13 10 16 16


0 0 0.063492 0.063492 0.206349 0.15873 0.253968 0.253968
DB-04/05 # 4 1 3 4 6 18 22 17


% 0.053333 0.013333 0.04 0.053333 0.08 0.24 0.293333 0.226667
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5. My co−workers/peers value and appreciate my work.







5. My co-workers/peers value and appreciate my work.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 4 0 11 9 27 42 55 25 3
N/A 4 % 0.023121 0 0.063584 0.052023 0.156069 0.242775 0.317919 0.144509
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 2 0 0 2 6 5
20+ 73 % 0 0 0.133333 0 0 0.133333 0.4 0.333333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 1 0 2 1 6 16 23 8


% 0.017544 0 0.035088 0.017544 0.105263 0.280702 0.403509 0.140351
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 1 3 4 5 7 5
N/A 4 % 0 0 0.04 0.12 0.16 0.2 0.28 0.2
Non-superv 151 20+ # 3 0 5 5 16 19 19 6
Supervisor 21 % 0.041096 0 0.068493 0.068493 0.219178 0.260274 0.260274 0.082192
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 3 0 9 8 23 34 47 25
N/A 5 % 0.020134 0 0.060403 0.053691 0.154362 0.228188 0.315436 0.167785
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 3 8 7 0
DE 23 % 0.047619 0 0.047619 0.047619 0.142857 0.380952 0.333333 0
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 3


% 0 0 0 0.111111 0.111111 0.111111 0.333333 0.333333
DE # 1 0 0 2 5 4 7 3


% 0.045455 0 0 0.090909 0.227273 0.181818 0.318182 0.136364
DB-02/03 1 0 5 2 10 14 20 11


0.015873 0 0.079365 0.031746 0.15873 0.222222 0.31746 0.174603
DB-04/05 # 2 0 5 4 10 21 25 8


% 0.026667 0 0.066667 0.053333 0.133333 0.28 0.333333 0.106667
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6. My team leader and supervisor value and appreciate my work.







6. My team leader and supervisor value and appreciate my work.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 7 6 14 7 25 31 48 32 6
N/A 4 % 0.041176 0.035294 0.082353 0.041176 0.147059 0.182353 0.282353 0.188235
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 2 1 1 1 3 7
20+ 73 % 0 0 0.133333 0.066667 0.066667 0.066667 0.2 0.466667
Total 176 4 to 10 # 2 3 4 2 9 9 18 10


% 0.035088 0.052632 0.070175 0.035088 0.157895 0.157895 0.315789 0.175439
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 1 2 0 4 5 10 2
N/A 4 % 0.076923 0.038462 0.076923 0 0.153846 0.192308 0.384615 0.076923
Non-superv 151 20+ # 3 2 5 4 11 16 16 12
Supervisor 21 % 0.043478 0.028986 0.072464 0.057971 0.15942 0.231884 0.231884 0.173913
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 6 6 12 6 24 24 42 30
N/A 5 % 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.16 0.16 0.28 0.2
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 1 1 1 7 4 2
DE 23 % 0.058824 0 0.058824 0.058824 0.058824 0.411765 0.235294 0.117647
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 2


% 0 0 0 0 0.125 0.25 0.375 0.25
DE # 1 0 4 1 5 2 6 4


% 0.043478 0 0.173913 0.043478 0.217391 0.086957 0.26087 0.173913
DB-02/03 3 5 3 4 10 11 16 11


0.047619 0.079365 0.047619 0.063492 0.15873 0.174603 0.253968 0.174603
DB-04/05 # 3 1 6 1 9 16 22 15


% 0.041096 0.013699 0.082192 0.013699 0.123288 0.219178 0.30137 0.205479
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7. Upper management (division and above) values and appreciates my work.







7. Upper management (division and above) values and appreciates my work.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 9 17 22 31 36 31 10 5
N/A 4 % 0.087719 0.052632 0.099415 0.128655 0.181287 0.210526 0.181287 0.05848
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 1 2 1 3 3 3 2
20+ 73 % 0 0.066667 0.133333 0.066667 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 4 3 4 10 9 14 10 3


% 0.070175 0.052632 0.070175 0.175439 0.157895 0.245614 0.175439 0.052632
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 2 3 3 2 3 6 6 1
N/A 4 % 0.076923 0.115385 0.115385 0.076923 0.115385 0.230769 0.230769 0.038462
Non-superv 151 20+ # 9 2 8 8 16 13 11 3
Supervisor 21 % 0.128571 0.028571 0.114286 0.114286 0.228571 0.185714 0.157143 0.042857
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 13 8 17 18 30 28 26 7
N/A 5 % 0.088435 0.054422 0.115646 0.122449 0.204082 0.190476 0.176871 0.047619
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 1 0 3 1 8 3 3
DE 23 % 0.095238 0.047619 0 0.142857 0.047619 0.380952 0.142857 0.142857
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 1 2 0 0 2 2 1 1


% 0.111111 0.222222 0 0 0.222222 0.222222 0.111111 0.111111
DE # 1 0 2 6 7 3 1 2


% 0.045455 0 0.090909 0.272727 0.318182 0.136364 0.045455 0.090909
DB-02/03 7 4 12 8 8 12 10 2


0.111111 0.063492 0.190476 0.126984 0.126984 0.190476 0.15873 0.031746
DB-04/05 # 6 3 3 6 14 18 18 5


% 0.082192 0.041096 0.041096 0.082192 0.191781 0.246575 0.246575 0.068493
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8. I have the freedom to choose my career path.







8. I have the freedom to choose my career path.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 12 6 13 17 35 41 39 8 5
N/A 4 % 0.070175 0.035088 0.076023 0.099415 0.204678 0.239766 0.22807 0.046784
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 0 4 5 3 1
20+ 73 % 0 0 0.071429 0 0.285714 0.357143 0.214286 0.071429
Total 176 4 to 10 # 4 2 4 11 9 14 11 3


% 0.068966 0.034483 0.068966 0.189655 0.155172 0.241379 0.189655 0.051724
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 2 2 4 8 3 6 0
N/A 4 % 0.038462 0.076923 0.076923 0.153846 0.307692 0.115385 0.230769 0
Non-superv 151 20+ # 7 2 5 1 13 19 19 4
Supervisor 21 % 0.1 0.028571 0.071429 0.014286 0.185714 0.271429 0.271429 0.057143
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 10 5 11 14 31 39 30 7
N/A 5 % 0.068027 0.034014 0.07483 0.095238 0.210884 0.265306 0.204082 0.047619
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 1 1 3 3 2 8 1
DE 23 % 0.095238 0.047619 0.047619 0.142857 0.142857 0.095238 0.380952 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 1


% 0.285714 0 0 0 0.285714 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857
DE # 4 2 3 4 4 3 1 1


% 0.181818 0.090909 0.136364 0.181818 0.181818 0.136364 0.045455 0.045455
DB-02/03 2 3 5 7 12 16 15 2


0.032258 0.048387 0.080645 0.112903 0.193548 0.258065 0.241935 0.032258
DB-04/05 # 4 1 4 6 15 21 21 4


% 0.052632 0.013158 0.052632 0.078947 0.197368 0.276316 0.276316 0.052632
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9. I have the tools necessary to advance in my chosen career path.







9. I have the tools necessary to advance in my chosen career path.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 12 14 14 22 26 43 30 9 6
N/A 4 % 0.070588 0.082353 0.082353 0.129412 0.152941 0.252941 0.176471 0.052941
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 3 4 2 3 2
20+ 73 % 0.066667 0 0 0.2 0.266667 0.133333 0.2 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 3 7 5 8 10 11 11 3


% 0.051724 0.12069 0.086207 0.137931 0.172414 0.189655 0.189655 0.051724
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 3 2 6 6 6 3 0
N/A 4 % 0 0.115385 0.076923 0.230769 0.230769 0.230769 0.115385 0
Non-superv 151 20+ # 8 4 6 4 6 24 13 3
Supervisor 21 % 0.117647 0.058824 0.088235 0.058824 0.088235 0.352941 0.191176 0.044118
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 9 13 13 18 24 36 25 8
N/A 5 % 0.061644 0.089041 0.089041 0.123288 0.164384 0.246575 0.171233 0.054795
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 3 1 0 3 2 7 4 1
DE 23 % 0.142857 0.047619 0 0.142857 0.095238 0.333333 0.190476 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 1


% 0.142857 0 0 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857
DE # 3 4 3 4 2 3 2 1


% 0.136364 0.181818 0.136364 0.181818 0.090909 0.136364 0.090909 0.045455
DB-02/03 3 7 6 7 10 11 15 2


0.04918 0.114754 0.098361 0.114754 0.163934 0.180328 0.245902 0.032787
DB-04/05 # 5 3 4 9 11 27 12 5


% 0.065789 0.039474 0.052632 0.118421 0.144737 0.355263 0.157895 0.065789







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


 35%


 40%


All Responses, Except 17 Blank or N/A Responses


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%


 


 
11 to 19


20+


  0%


 15%


 30%


 45%


 60%
By Years of Service


 


 
0 to 3


4 to 10


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 10%


 20%


 30%


 40%


 50%
Supervisory/Non−Supervisory


 


 
Non−supervisor


Supervisor


 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%


 


 
DB−02/03


DB−04/05


  0%


 25%


 50%


 75%


100%
Pay Band Group


 


 
DJ/DK


DE


5.7


10. Proper funding in my general field of research is a morale booster.







10. Proper funding in my general field of research is a morale booster.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 5 2 1 3 12 27 56 53 17
N/A 4 % 0.031447 0.012579 0.006289 0.018868 0.075472 0.169811 0.352201 0.333333
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 8
20+ 73 % 0.071429 0 0 0 0 0.071429 0.285714 0.571429
Total 176 4 to 10 # 1 1 1 2 5 8 19 18


% 0.018182 0.018182 0.018182 0.036364 0.090909 0.145455 0.345455 0.327273
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 0 1 7 10 7
N/A 4 % 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.28 0.4 0.28
Non-superv 151 20+ # 2 1 0 1 5 11 23 19
Supervisor 21 % 0.032258 0.016129 0 0.016129 0.080645 0.177419 0.370968 0.306452
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 2 2 1 3 9 25 47 48
N/A 5 % 0.014599 0.014599 0.007299 0.021898 0.065693 0.182482 0.343066 0.350365
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 0 0 0 2 2 8 5
DE 23 % 0.105263 0 0 0 0.105263 0.105263 0.421053 0.263158
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
DE # 1 0 0 1 0 5 8 3


% 0.055556 0 0 0.055556 0 0.277778 0.444444 0.166667
DB-02/03 1 1 0 2 4 10 17 27


0.016129 0.016129 0 0.032258 0.064516 0.16129 0.274194 0.435484
DB-04/05 # 2 1 0 0 7 11 31 23


% 0.026667 0.013333 0 0 0.093333 0.146667 0.413333 0.306667
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11. Searching for funds negatively affects my morale.







11. Searching for funds negatively affects my morale.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 1 2 8 11 22 32 33 40 27
N/A 4 % 0.006711 0.013423 0.053691 0.073826 0.147651 0.214765 0.221477 0.268456
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 0 0 1 1 1 4 3 3
20+ 73 % 0 0 0.076923 0.076923 0.076923 0.307692 0.230769 0.230769
Total 176 4 to 10 # 0 0 2 4 7 11 10 17


% 0 0 0.039216 0.078431 0.137255 0.215686 0.196078 0.333333
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 2 1 1 3 6 7 4
N/A 4 % 0 0.083333 0.041667 0.041667 0.125 0.25 0.291667 0.166667
Non-superv 151 20+ # 1 0 4 5 10 11 12 15
Supervisor 21 % 0.017241 0 0.068966 0.086207 0.172414 0.189655 0.206897 0.258621
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 0 2 6 9 16 29 29 36
N/A 5 % 0 0.015748 0.047244 0.070866 0.125984 0.228346 0.228346 0.283465
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 0 2 2 4 3 4 3
DE 23 % 0.052632 0 0.105263 0.105263 0.210526 0.157895 0.210526 0.157895
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
DE # 0 0 0 1 4 1 3 4


% 0 0 0 0.076923 0.307692 0.076923 0.230769 0.307692
DB-02/03 0 1 4 5 5 11 15 18


0 0.016949 0.067797 0.084746 0.084746 0.186441 0.254237 0.305085
DB-04/05 # 1 1 4 5 12 19 14 17


% 0.013699 0.013699 0.054795 0.068493 0.164384 0.260274 0.191781 0.232877
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12. ARL provides sufficient resources for me to easily learn about what others are doing within
the organization to enable potential for collaboration.







12. ARL provides sufficient resources for me to easily learn about what others are doing within the organization to enable potential for collaboration.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 25 21 26 36 23 13 7 10
N/A 4 % 0.090361 0.150602 0.126506 0.156627 0.216867 0.138554 0.078313 0.042169
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 0
20+ 73 % 0.142857 0.142857 0.142857 0.071429 0.214286 0.142857 0.142857 0
Total 176 4 to 10 # 4 8 9 10 11 7 3 5


% 0.070175 0.140351 0.157895 0.175439 0.192982 0.122807 0.052632 0.087719
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 3 6 7 2 3 1 2 0
N/A 4 % 0.125 0.25 0.291667 0.083333 0.125 0.041667 0.083333 0
Non-superv 151 20+ # 5 9 2 13 18 13 6 2
Supervisor 21 % 0.073529 0.132353 0.029412 0.191176 0.264706 0.191176 0.088235 0.029412
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 13 23 16 23 28 20 13 6
N/A 5 % 0.091549 0.161972 0.112676 0.161972 0.197183 0.140845 0.091549 0.042254
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 2 2 4 3 6 3 0 1
DE 23 % 0.095238 0.095238 0.190476 0.142857 0.285714 0.142857 0 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0


% 0.333333 0 0 0.333333 0 0 0.333333 0
DE # 0 0 7 1 6 6 0 1


% 0 0 0.333333 0.047619 0.285714 0.285714 0 0.047619
DB-02/03 5 11 5 11 11 10 7 3


0.079365 0.174603 0.079365 0.174603 0.174603 0.15873 0.111111 0.047619
DB-04/05 # 9 13 8 13 18 7 5 2


% 0.12 0.173333 0.106667 0.173333 0.24 0.093333 0.066667 0.026667
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13. I utilize ARL�s telework work/life program.







�13. I utilize ARL s telework work/life program.
All No Yes N/A


All # 139 34 3
N/A 4 % 0.803468 0.196532
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 11 4
20+ 73 % 0.733333 0.266667
Total 176 4 to 10 # 48 10


% 0.827586 0.172414
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 17 8
N/A 4 % 0.68 0.32
Non-superv 151 20+ # 60 12
Supervisor 21 % 0.833333 0.166667
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 121 28
N/A 5 % 0.812081 0.187919
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 15 6
DE 23 % 0.714286 0.285714
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 21 2


% 0.913043 0.086957
DB-02/03 47 16


0.746032 0.253968
DB-04/05 # 60 14


% 0.810811 0.189189


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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14. If you answered �no� to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (a.I have not been
provided the opportunity.)







  14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (a.I have not been provided the opportunity.)
All No Yes


All # 149 27
N/A 4 % 0.846591 0.153409
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 13 2
20+ 73 % 0.866667 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 48 10


% 0.827586 0.172414
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 23 3
N/A 4 % 0.884615 0.115385
Non-superv 151 20+ # 61 12
Supervisor 21 % 0.835616 0.164384
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 127 24
N/A 5 % 0.84106 0.15894
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 18 3
DE 23 % 0.857143 0.142857
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 9 0


% 1 0
DE # 18 5


% 0.782609 0.217391
DB-02/03 52 11


0.825397 0.174603
DB-04/05 # 65 11


% 0.855263 0.144737


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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14. If you answered �no� to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (b.I do not know
how to go about doing it.)







  14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (b.I do not know how to go about doing it.)
All No Yes


All # 155 21
N/A 4 % 0.880682 0.119318
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 12 3
20+ 73 % 0.8 0.2
Total 176 4 to 10 # 49 9


% 0.844828 0.155172
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 23 3
N/A 4 % 0.884615 0.115385
Non-superv 151 20+ # 67 6
Supervisor 21 % 0.917808 0.082192
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 131 20
N/A 5 % 0.86755 0.13245
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 20 1
DE 23 % 0.952381 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 18 5


% 0.782609 0.217391
DB-02/03 55 8


0.873016 0.126984
DB-04/05 # 70 6


% 0.921053 0.078947


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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14. If you answered �no� to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (c. My immediate
supervisor does not promote the program and/or makes it difficult to get approved.)







  14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (c. My immediate supervisor does not promote the program and/or makes it d
All No Yes


All # 152 24
N/A 4 % 0.863636 0.136364
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 13 2
20+ 73 % 0.866667 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 48 10


% 0.827586 0.172414
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 22 4
N/A 4 % 0.846154 0.153846
Non-superv 151 20+ # 65 8
Supervisor 21 % 0.890411 0.109589
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 129 22
N/A 5 % 0.854305 0.145695
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 19 2
DE 23 % 0.904762 0.095238
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 8 1


% 0.888889 0.111111
DE # 19 4


% 0.826087 0.173913
DB-02/03 54 9


0.857143 0.142857
DB-04/05 # 66 10


% 0.868421 0.131579


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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14. If you answered �no� to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (d. I feel that it
would adversely affect my performance rating.)







  14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (d. I feel that it would adversely affect my performance rating.)
All No Yes


All # 146 30
N/A 4 % 0.829545 0.170455
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 13 2
20+ 73 % 0.866667 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 45 13


% 0.775862 0.224138
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 24 2
N/A 4 % 0.923077 0.076923
Non-superv 151 20+ # 60 13
Supervisor 21 % 0.821918 0.178082
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 122 29
N/A 5 % 0.807947 0.192053
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 20 1
DE 23 % 0.952381 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 8 1


% 0.888889 0.111111
DE # 18 5


% 0.782609 0.217391
DB-02/03 50 13


0.793651 0.206349
DB-04/05 # 65 11


% 0.855263 0.144737


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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14. If you answered �no� to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (e. I have chosen not
to participate in telework.)







  14. If you answered no to question 13, please check the reason(s) why: (e. I have chosen not to participate in telework.)
All No Yes


All # 97 79
N/A 4 % 0.551136 0.448864
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 9 6
20+ 73 % 0.6 0.4
Total 176 4 to 10 # 34 24


% 0.586207 0.413793
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 16 10
N/A 4 % 0.615385 0.384615
Non-superv 151 20+ # 36 37
Supervisor 21 % 0.493151 0.506849
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 85 66
N/A 5 % 0.562914 0.437086
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 10 11
DE 23 % 0.47619 0.52381
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 4 5


% 0.444444 0.555556
DE # 15 8


% 0.652174 0.347826
DB-02/03 37 26


0.587302 0.412698
DB-04/05 # 38 38


% 0.5 0.5


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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15. If you answered �yes� to question 13: please check the reason(s) why (a.Teleworking has
made a positive change in managing my personal and work life.)







  15. If you answered yes to question 13: please check the reason(s) why (a.Teleworking has made a positive change in managing my personal and work life.)
All No Yes


All # 148 28
N/A 4 % 0.840909 0.159091
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 11 4
20+ 73 % 0.733333 0.266667
Total 176 4 to 10 # 50 8


% 0.862069 0.137931
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 19 7
N/A 4 % 0.730769 0.269231
Non-superv 151 20+ # 64 9
Supervisor 21 % 0.876712 0.123288
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 126 25
N/A 5 % 0.834437 0.165563
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 18 3
DE 23 % 0.857143 0.142857
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 7 2


% 0.777778 0.222222
DE # 21 2


% 0.913043 0.086957
DB-02/03 49 14


0.777778 0.222222
DB-04/05 # 66 10


% 0.868421 0.131579


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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15. If you answered �yes� to question 13: please check the reason(s) why (b. My productivity
has improved since teleworking.)







  15. If you answered yes to question 13: please check the reason(s) why (b. My productivity has improved since teleworking.)
All No Yes


All # 157 19
N/A 4 % 0.892045 0.107955
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service No Yes
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 13 2
20+ 73 % 0.866667 0.133333
Total 176 4 to 10 # 50 8


% 0.862069 0.137931
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 22 4
N/A 4 % 0.846154 0.153846
Non-superv 151 20+ # 68 5
Supervisor 21 % 0.931507 0.068493
Total 176


Supervisory Role No Yes
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 133 18
N/A 5 % 0.880795 0.119205
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 20 1
DE 23 % 0.952381 0.047619
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group No Yes
Total 176 DJ/DK # 8 1


% 0.888889 0.111111
DE # 23 0


% 1 0
DB-02/03 50 13


0.793651 0.206349
DB-04/05 # 71 5


% 0.934211 0.065789


NOTE:  There was no option to select "No".  No means "Yes" was not selected.
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16. WMRD should encourage recreational and/or special interest clubs and activities be formed.







16. WMRD should encourage recreational and/or special interest clubs and activities be formed.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 15 9 9 10 35 34 27 25 12
N/A 4 % 0.091463 0.054878 0.054878 0.060976 0.213415 0.207317 0.164634 0.152439
0 to 3 15
4 to 10 58 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 26 0 to 3 # 2 1 0 1 2 0 3 5
20+ 73 % 0.142857 0.071429 0 0.071429 0.142857 0 0.214286 0.357143
Total 176 4 to 10 # 5 1 1 6 9 16 11 8


% 0.087719 0.017544 0.017544 0.105263 0.157895 0.280702 0.192982 0.140351
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 1 3 2 1 5 5 3 5
N/A 4 % 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.2 0.2 0.12 0.2
Non-superv 151 20+ # 7 4 6 1 17 13 10 7
Supervisor 21 % 0.107692 0.061538 0.092308 0.015385 0.261538 0.2 0.153846 0.107692
Total 176


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 14 7 7 8 29 27 27 21
N/A 5 % 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.057143 0.207143 0.192857 0.192857 0.15
DJ/DK 9 Supervisor # 1 2 2 1 5 6 0 4
DE 23 % 0.047619 0.095238 0.095238 0.047619 0.238095 0.285714 0 0.190476
DB-02/03 63
DB-04/05 76 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 176 DJ/DK # 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 2


% 0.166667 0.166667 0 0 0.166667 0 0.166667 0.333333
DE # 2 1 2 0 2 6 5 3


% 0.095238 0.047619 0.095238 0 0.095238 0.285714 0.238095 0.142857
DB-02/03 3 2 2 6 12 11 11 14


0.04918 0.032787 0.032787 0.098361 0.196721 0.180328 0.180328 0.229508
DB-04/05 # 9 5 5 3 19 16 10 5


% 0.125 0.069444 0.069444 0.041667 0.263889 0.222222 0.138889 0.069444
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1. Supervisors are provided adequate training and/or information on all aspects of ARL�s Lab
Demo program.
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4.8


2. My employees� written Performance Objectives are indicative of their personal goals and
program/project deliverables for the fiscal year.
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3.3


3. As a supervisor, I can give an employee a rating score that they deserve through ARL�s Pay
for Performance system.
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All Responses, Except 1 Blank or N/A Response
2.5


4. ARL�s Pay for Performance system, as currently implemented, provides supervisors with the
means to motivate their employees to perform better.







 0  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
  0%


  5%


 10%


 15%


 20%


 25%


 30%


All Responses, Except 1 Blank or N/A Response
2.7


5. ARL�s Scoring Guide is easy to interpret across all occupational families and levels.
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4.7


6. Supervisors should have more say in the distribution of salary versus bonus pay−out during the
reconciliation process.
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3.5


7. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process allows for proper
scoring/rating of employees.
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8. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process provides proper scoring/rating
of employees according to the type of position held (i.e., DB, DE and DJ/DK).
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9. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process provides proper scoring/rating
of employees according to the type of work performed (ie., basic vs applied research).
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10. As a supervisor, I have utilized awards as an alternative means of rewarding
accomplishments as opposed to through the Pay for Performance appraisal process.
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11. S&Es performing basic research have an advantage in the CASE process over those persons
performing applied research (or science versus engineering).
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12. Supervisors should be allowed to be present, and not participate, while their employees�
CASE packages are being discussed and scored by the directorate and corporate level panels.
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5.7


13. Performing a Branch Chief or Division Chief 120−day detail is worthwhile.
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2.7


14. The basis for selecting a Branch Chiefs should be more heavily weighted toward the
candidates� technical expertise rather than potential as a manager.
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4.6


15. I would derive benefits by having a Deputy Branch or Division Chief.







15. I would derive benefits by having a Deputy Branch or Division Chief.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 1 2 1 2 2 4 5 4 3
N/A 1 % 0.047619 0.095238 0.047619 0.095238 0.095238 0.190476 0.238095 0.190476
0 to 3 0
4 to 10 3 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 5 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20+ 15 %
Total 24 4 to 10 # 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0


% 0 0 0 0 0.333333 0 0.666667 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1
N/A 1 % 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.25
Non-superv 0 20+ # 1 1 1 2 1 4 1 3
Supervisor 23 % 0.071429 0.071429 0.071429 0.142857 0.071429 0.285714 0.071429 0.214286
Total 24


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N/A 2 %
DJ/DK 0 Supervisor # 1 2 1 2 2 4 5 4
DE 2 % 0.047619 0.095238 0.047619 0.095238 0.095238 0.190476 0.238095 0.190476
DB-02/03 0
DB-04/05 20 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 24 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


%
DE # 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0


% 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.5 0
DB-02/03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


DB-04/05 # 1 2 0 2 2 4 4 4
% 0.052632 0.105263 0 0.105263 0.105263 0.210526 0.210526 0.210526







Date Created


I. How many 
years have 
you been 
with the 
Federal 


Government 
(excluding 


military 
service)? 


II. What is 
your current 


employee 
status? 


III. What is 
your 


occupational 
family and 
pay band?


16.  Rank the order of priority 
for roles that a Deputy Branch 


Chief should perform


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:07 4-10 Supervisor DB-04 1a,2e,3b, 4d, 5c
Fri 30 Aug 2013 12:48 20+ Supervisor DB-04  B


 C
 A
 E


D
Tue 3 Sep 2013 15:42 11-20 Supervisor DB-04  E


 A
 B
 C


D
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:58 20+ Supervisor DB-05  1A


 2B
3E


Thu 29 Aug 2013 14:07 20+ Supervisor DE-03
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:01 20+ Supervisor DB-04 1 being highest priority, that is, performed  


 mostly by the deputy:
1A, 2E, 3C, 4B, 5D


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:13 11-20 Supervisor DE-03 1C, 2E, 3D, 4A, 5B
Tue 10 Sep 2013 16:09 4-10 Supervisor DB-04 This is more complex than a ranking system 


allows.  I strongly feel the branch chief and 
deputy chief should do all of A-E.  Perhaps, 
there should be aspects the deputy chief 
spearheads.  As an example regarding C, 
deputy chiefs could work with all PIs to 
remind them of metrics or point out that a 
body of work could easily encompass a tech 
report or other such metric.  In addition, there 
are certain things the deputy chief should not 
be dealing with - like table of penalties, but 
could be dealing with establishing man-power 


 needs.  With that said, here is my ranking:
 1E, 2A, 3C, 4B, 5D  


Mon 26 Aug 2013 16:42 20+ Supervisor DB-04 A, B, C, D, E
Mon 26 Aug 2013 15:00 11-20 Supervisor DB-04 1A, 2E, 3C, 4B, 5D
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:19 4-10 Supervisor DB-04 1E, 2C, 3A, 4B, 5D
Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:40 11-20 Supervisor DB-04 1C, 2E, 3A, 4B, 5D
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:27 20+ Supervisor DB-05
Fri 16 Aug 2013 14:14
Thu 5 Sep 2013 17:36 20+ Supervisor DB-04
Thu 5 Sep 2013 18:42 20+ Supervisor  A, B, parts of E   


 or
 C, parts of E


 


Supervisors need to retain certain 
responsibilities and take ownership of them 
(e.g., safety and personnel).   In certain other 
areas a deputy can provide strong assist or 
should be able to have approval authority 
(e.g., ATAAPS, MIPRs, ....)


Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:31 20+ Supervisor DB-04 1A, 2B, 3E, 4C, 5D
Wed 4 Sep 2013 12:34 20+ Supervisor DB-04  1E


 2C
 3A
 4B


never D
Sun 25 Aug 2013 01:28 20+ Supervisor DB-04  1E


 2C
 3A
 4B


D not at all
Mon 26 Aug 2013 18:43 20+ Supervisor DB-04 1E,2D, 3A, 4B, 5C
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:33 11-20 Supervisor DB-04 1 B, 2C, 3D, 4E, 5A
Mon 26 Aug 2013 11:54 20+ Supervisor DB-04 1A, 3B, 2C, 5D, 4E
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:31 20+ Supervisor DB-04 1A, 2D, 3B, 4E, 5C
Tue 27 Aug 2013 12:50 20+ Supervisor DB-04  1a


 2b
 3e
 4c


5d
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All Responses, Except 1 Blank or N/A Response
4.5


17. ARL provides sufficient information to supervisors so they can provide employees with
guidance on how to prepare and route the forms required for Telework approval.







17. ARL provides sufficient information to supervisors so they can provide employees with guidance on how to prepare and route the forms required for Telework approval.
All 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N/A


All # 1 2 2 0 2 9 4 3 1
N/A 1 % 0.043478 0.086957 0.086957 0 0.086957 0.391304 0.173913 0.130435
0 to 3 0
4 to 10 3 Years of Service 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11 to 19 5 0 to 3 # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20+ 15 %
Total 24 4 to 10 # 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0


% 0 0 0.333333 0 0 0.333333 0.333333 0
Years of Service 11 to 19 # 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0
N/A 1 % 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.6 0.2 0
Non-superv 0 20+ # 1 2 1 0 1 5 2 3
Supervisor 23 % 0.066667 0.133333 0.066667 0 0.066667 0.333333 0.133333 0.2
Total 24


Supervisory Role 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supervisory Role Non-superv# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N/A 2 %
DJ/DK 0 Supervisor # 1 2 2 0 2 9 4 3
DE 2 % 0.043478 0.086957 0.086957 0 0.086957 0.391304 0.173913 0.130435
DB-02/03 0
DB-04/05 20 Pay Band Group 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Total 24 DJ/DK # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


%
DE # 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0


% 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.5 0
DB-02/03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


DB-04/05 # 1 2 2 0 2 8 3 2
% 0.05 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.4 0.15 0.1
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WMRD Laboratory Demonstration Study Survey Results:  Statistical Analyses for Finding 
Response Differences Among Demographic Variable Levels 


Prepared by:  David Webb 


Background 


In June 2013, the Director of the U.S. Army Research Laboratory’s Weapons and Materials 
Research Directorate commissioned a study to gather feedback on the current Laboratory 
Demonstration (Lab Demo) system and its implementation.  The goal of this study was to gather 
employee perspectives on the current Lab Demo system, and to determine perceptions on its 
implementation, strengths and weaknesses. 


An internal panel consisting of 25 representatives from each of WMRD’s branches was formed 
to develop the survey.  To insure a balanced mix of supervisors and non-supervisors, one branch 
chief from each of the three divisions was selected to serve on the panel. The remaining panel 
members were selected, one per branch, in a manner that optimally formed a representative cross 
section from the organization, capturing the demographic profile of the directorate in terms of 
years of experience, and payband/grade. 


The panel formulated survey questions in eight different topic areas: Awards, Contribution and 
Achievement Summary of Experience (CASE), Employee Development, Employee Motivation, 
Merit Promotions, Pay for Performance, Paybanding and Supervisors-only Issues.  Most of the 
questions were actually statements that respondents were asked to rate on a scale of 0 to 7, 
whereby “0” meant that the respondent strongly disagreed with the statement and “7” meant that 
the respondent strongly agreed with the statement.  The survey was then circulated to the entire 
WMRD workforce via email.  Employees were encouraged to voluntarily complete the survey 
and were guaranteed anonymity to promote openness and honesty in their responses. 


Once all responses were collected, members of the panel did some graphical analyses of the 
numerical based responses and qualitative assessment of the text based responses. 


Analysis  


More detailed statistical analyses were conducted on respondents’ numerical-based data with the 
intent of finding significant differences between the various levels of the three demographic 
variables:  1) years of experience, 2) supervisory status, and 3) payband category.  For example, 
“Do supervisors feel more strongly about a certain statement than non-supervisors?” 


The variable “years of experience” was defined as the length of time from an employee’s service 
date to the time when they started to take the survey.  Respondents categorized themselves as 
being in one of the following years-of-experience categories: 


a) 0-3 years, 
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b) 4-10 years, 
c) 11-19 years, or 
d) 20 or more years. 


Supervisory status was chosen by the respondents.  Personnel in an acting supervisory position 
had the ability to categorize themselves as either a supervisor or non-supervisor. 


WMRD’s workforce is made up of nine payband categories: DB02, DB03, DB04, DB05, DE02, 
DE03, DJ02, DJ03, and DK02.  Since some of these paybands, e.g., DJ02, have very few 
personnel, some paybands were lumped together to form four broader categories: 


a) DJ/DK (administrative employees from paybands DJ02, DJ03, and DK02), 
b) DE (workshop employees from paybands DE02 and DE03), 
c) DB02/03 (junior scientists and researchers from paybands DB02 and DB03) 
d) DB04/05 (senior scientists and researchers from paybands DB04 and DB05) 


For most statements, the answers that respondents could choose from were rankable categories 
represented by numbers.  The survey responses are considered ordinal, because the values do not 
represent counts or physical quantities, and differences between successive values are not 
necessarily equivalent. 


Analyses were conducted using JMP statistical software.  Multiple-variable analyses aimed at 
looking for interactions between demographic variables were not conducted, because many of 
the combinations of category levels had too few survey respondents in spite of the lumping of 
categories mentioned previously.  Thus, we limited the analysis to studying the main effects of 
each demographic variable, and precluded the examination of interactions between the 
demographic variables. 


Ordinal logistic regression (OLR) is a statistical method used to examine the effects of one or 
more independent variables on ordinal responses.  The form of the mathematical model used in 
OLR is: 


𝑙𝑛(𝛿𝑖) = 𝛼𝑖 − ∑ 𝛽𝑗𝑋𝑗𝑘−1
𝑗=1 , for i= 0, 1, 2, … ,6;   


where 


 


1) 𝛿𝑖 is the odds ratio for receiving a score of “i or less”, i.e.,   


𝛿𝑖 = 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑖 𝑜𝑟 𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑠)
𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑖+1 𝑜𝑟 𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟); 


2) X  is a predictor variable having k categories; and 
3) 𝛼𝑖 and 𝛽𝑗 are estimated parameters. 
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Hypothesis tests are used to determine if the predictor variable X  has a significant effect on the 
odds ratio, by testing if the 𝛽𝑗 parameters are equal to zero.  Two test methods, the Wald Test 
and Likelihood Ratio Test, can be used for this purpose, although the Likelihood Ratio Test is 
usually considered the better method.  Both methods generate a test statistic that under the null 
hypothesis of no factor effect follows a chi-square distribution.  The cumulative distribution 
function for the chi-square distribution is used to calculate an associated p-value, which is 
defined as the probability under the null hypothesis of obtaining a test statistic value as extreme 
or more extreme than the observed test statistic and, therefore, represents a measure of support 
for the null hypothesis. A small p-value indicates a rare event under the null hypothesis and is 
evidence that the null hypothesis can be rejected.  Typically if the p-value is 0.05 or less, the 
effect is considered significant.  P-values from the Wald Test and the Likelihood Ratio Test on 
the same data set tend to be very similar.  In this report, if the p-value from either the Wald Test 
or the Likelihood Ratio Test is 0.05 or less, the larger (more conservative) p-value of the two is 
displayed in the appropriate table in this report even if that larger p-value exceeds the 
significance threshold of 0.05.  This situation occurred in about 7% of all cases where significant 
effects were discovered. 


Where the Wald/LR Tests indicated a significant effect, follow-on tests to determine which 
category pairs differed in their mean response were conducted using Wilcoxon’s nonparametric 
method at the 5% level of significance.  These means are tabulated and discussed in the ensuing 
sections.  


 


 


1. Awards 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. The length of time between the performance constituting an 
award and the date of receipt of award is appropriate. 0.0367 0.0403 0.0021 


2. The process to notify an employee and his/her supervisor on the 
approval and basis of the award needs improvement.    


3. I am aware of the different types of monetary and non-
monetary awards available to employees. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 


4. I understand the basis for justifying/receiving different types of 
monetary and honorary awards. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 


5. My supervisor utilizes the different types of available awards. 0.0203   
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6. The use of awards as a means to recognize employee 
achievements is equitable across organizations within WMRD.   0.0621 


7. All awards should be publicized.    


8. Monetary awards should be eliminated.    


9. Receiving a monetary award can negatively affect my 
performance rating. 0.0092  0.0050 


10. I have received an award so that my supervisor did not have to 
give me as high of a rating as I deserved.    


11. A higher performance rating is more motivational than an On-
the-Spot or Special Act award.    


12. Honorary awards should positively affect my annual 
performance rating. 0.0063   


13. It would be beneficial to workforce morale if there were more 
WMRD honorary awards.    


14. WMRD should officially recognize all honorary award 
nominees.    


15. Awards improve employee morale.    


16. Non-monetary awards are or would be appreciated by 
employees.    


17. I would appreciate a time-off award. 0.0035  0.0034 


18. Receiving awards will help me get promoted.   0.0009 


19. I understand the nomination process for a Special Act Award. <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 


 


Table 1.  Significant p-values for demographic variables 


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Awards Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


1 4.38 2.80 2.33 2.25 
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3 1.75 1.98 3.11 4.43 


4 1.81 2.46 3.00 3.85 


5 2.73 2.12 2.44 3.20 


9 2.33 3.08 4.08 4.47 


12 6.50 6.36 6.00 5.44 


17 5.63 5.23 4.88 3.97 


19 0.81 1.84 2.11 3.82 


 


Statement 1:  New employees are on average neutral, but those employees with more than 4 
years of experience tend to believe that the length of time between the performance constituting 
an award and the date of receipt of award is inappropriate. 


Statement 3:  Employees with less than 10 years of experience claim to be generally unaware of 
the different types of monetary and non-monetary awards available to employees.  The 
awareness increases with experience, with employees having 20 years on the workforce slightly 
aware of the available awards. 


Statement 4:  Employees with fewer years of experience in general have a poor understanding 
the basis for justifying/receiving different types of monetary and honorary awards.  Although the 
level of understanding improves with time, the most experienced workers still have a neutral 
opinion. 


Statement 5:  Employees of all levels of experience disagree that their supervisor utilizes the 
different types of available awards, however employees with 4-10 years of experience disagree 
more so than employees with over 20 years of experience. 


Statement 9:  New employees tend to believe that receiving a monetary award cannot negatively 
affect their performance rating.  However as one’s work experience increases, the perception 
tends to change whereby senior employees feel that receiving a monetary award can negatively 
affect their performance rating. 


Statement 12:  Employees of all levels of experience agree that honorary awards should 
positively affect their annual performance rating, however there is a overall downward trend in 
the degree of agreement as one’s years of experience increases. 







6 
 


Statement 17:  Employees of most levels of experience agree that they would appreciate a time-
off award, however there is a overall downward trend in the degree of agreement as one’s years 
of experience increases to the point where senior employees are almost neutral. 


Statement 19:  There is a strong time dependency between experience and one’s understanding 
of the nomination process for a Special Act Award.  This ranges from the newest employees 
strongly not understanding, to senior employees slightly believing that they do understand the 
process. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Awards Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


1 2.67 1.82 


3 2.91 5.05 


4 2.77 5.14 


19 2.27 5.14 


 


 


Statement 1:  Supervisors believe even more so than non-supervisors that the length of time 
between the performance constituting an award and the date of receipt of the award is 
inappropriate . 


Statement 3:  On average, supervisors are aware of the different types of monetary and non-
monetary awards available to employees, while non-supervisors tend to be slightly unaware. 


Statement 4:  On average, supervisors understand the basis for justifying/receiving different 
types of monetary and honorary awards, while non-supervisors do not. 


Statement 19:  On average, supervisors understand the nomination process for a Special Act 
Award, while non-supervisors do not. 
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Significant Differences by Payband Category for Awards Statements 


 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


1 3.56 1.79 3.29 2.23 


3 4.11 2.52 2.18 4.08 


4 4.44 2.89 2.15 3.71 


6 0.71 1.79 2.29 2.33 


9 5.38 3.62 2.91 4.36 


17 5.11 5.48 5.16 3.97 


18 1.33 3.96 4.27 4.55 


19 4.22 1.93 1.53 3.49 


 


Statement 1:  DE and DB03/04 employees both tend to believe that the length of time between 
the performance constituting an award and the date of receipt of award is not appropriate.  
DJ/DK and DB02/03 employees have a more neutral stance. 


Statement 3:  On average, DJ/DK and DB04/05 employees are slightly aware of the different 
types of monetary and non-monetary awards available to employees, while DE and DB02/03 
employees tend to be unaware. 


Statement 4:  DB02/03 employees tend to not understand the basis for justifying/receiving 
different types of monetary and honorary awards, while DB04/05 and DJ/DK employees are 
more neutral or slightly understanding, respectively.  DEs fall in between these two extremes but 
are not significantly different from either. 


Statement 6:  While employees universally disagree that the use of awards as a means to 
recognize employee achievements is equitable across WMRD organizations, DJ/DKs disagree 
more strongly than DB employees. 


Statement 9:  DB02/03 employees tend to slightly disagree that receiving a monetary award can 
negatively affect their performance rating, whereas DJ/DK and DB4/5s agree with this statement. 
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Statement 17:  DB04/05 employees are somewhat neutral about appreciating time-off awards, 
whereas DB02/03 and DE employees tend to agree that they would appreciate them. 


Statement 18:  DJ/DK employees solidly do not believe that receiving awards will help me get 
promoted, whereas employees from all other paybands slightly believe this to be true. 


Statement 19:  On average, DE and DB02/03 employees do not understand the nomination 
process for a Special Act Award, while DJ/DK and DB04/05 employees do. 


 


 


2. CASE 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. I understand the CASE process. 0.0268 0.0001 <.0001 
2. The Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) criteria are 
clearly defined and easy to interpret.  0.0567 0.0185 
3. I understand how scores are assigned using the BARS criteria 
during the CASE package review.  0.0004 <.0001 
4. The BARS criteria reflect what is needed to successfully meet 
the ARL mission requirements.    
5. Materials/guidelines for preparing my CASE package are 
readily available.   0.0098 
6. My supervisor is open to providing guidance and feedback on 
how to prepare my CASE package.   0.0115 
7. My CASE package is reviewed with due diligence and scored 
appropriately by the reviewers.   0.0050 


8. If not promoted via the CASE process, … 
a) feedback from the Corporate Panel is constructive and 


includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE 
promotion. 


b) feedback from the Directorate Director is constructive and 
includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE 
promotion. 


c) feedback from the Second-line Supervisor is constructive 
and includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a 
CASE promotion. 


d) feedback from the First-line Supervisor is constructive and 
includes goals to reach before the next attempt at a CASE 
promotion. 


   


   


   


   


9. The CASE process does not reward team work and group 
achievement.    
10. A CASE-like promotion process should be considered for DJ 
employees.    
11. The CASE process needs improvement.    
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Significant Differences by Years of Experience for CASE Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


1 3.23 3.77 4.31 4.64 


 


 


Statement 1:  There is a slight increasing trend between years of experience and level of 
understanding of the CASE process.  New employees tend to be neutral, whereas those with 10 
years or more of experience believe they do understand the process. 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for CASE Statements 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


1 3.92 5.89 


2 2.98 4.00 


3 3.14 5.00 


 


 


Statement 1:  On average, supervisors understand the CASE process well, while non-supervisors 
only slightly understand this. 


Statement 2:  Supervisors slightly agree that the Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) 
criteria are clearly defined and easy to interpret, whereas non-supervisors slightly disagree. 


Statement 3:  On average, supervisors somewhat understand how scores are assigned using the 
BARS criteria during the CASE package review, while non-supervisors are neutral on this 
statement. 
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Significant Differences by Payband Category for CASE Statements 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


1 3.25 1.89 3.59 5.25 


2 3.25 1.93 2.79 3.58 


3 3.25 1.53 2.70 4.37 


5 4.00 2.67 3.64 4.30 


6 - 3.33 4.88 5.02 


7 6.00 2.00 3.35 4.30 


 


For each of the following statements, too few DJ/DK employees responded to be found different 
from any of the other categories. 


Statement 1:  On average, DE employees do not feel as though they understand the CASE 
process very well, DB02/03s are neutral, and DB04/05s do believe that they have an 
understanding of the process. 


Statement 2:  DE employees generally do not feel as though the BARS criteria are clearly 
defined and easy to interpret; DB02/03 employees feel similarly, although to a lesser degree; and 
DB04/05s are neutral. 


Statement 3:  DE employees, on average, do not understand how scores are assigned using the 
BARS criteria during the CASE package review; DB02/03 employees feel similarly, although to 
a lesser degree; and DB04/05s slightly understand score assignments. 


Statement 5:  On average, DE employees slightly disagree that they have an understanding of the 
process materials/guidelines for preparing their CASE packages are readily available.  DB02/03s 
are neutral, and DB04/05s slightly agree with the statement.  


Statement 6:  DB employees feel that their supervisors are open to providing guidance and 
feedback on how to prepare their CASE package, whereas DE employees are neutral. 


Statement 7:  On average, DE employees disagree that their CASE package is reviewed with due 
diligence and scored appropriately by the reviewers.  DB02/03s are neutral, and DB04/05s 
slightly agree with the statement 
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3. Employee Development 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. ARL benefits from its employees participating in long term 
employee developmental programs.    


2. Long term career development programs would enhance my 
career. 0.0261   


3. I have enough information to take advantage of developmental 
programs. 0.0072 0.0146 0.0064 


4. I am aware of the following specific Employee Development 
opportunities: 


a) long-term training (> 6 months) 


b) sabbaticals 


c) exchange scientist 


d) short-term training (< 6 months) 


0.0002 0.0025 0.0037 


0.0005 0.0139 0.0114 


0.0353 0.0049 0.0003 


   


5. My supervisor(s) is (are) proactive in my professional 
development. 0.0284   


6. I have sufficient ARL guidance regarding support for my 
professional development.    


7. Assistance/training for furthering my skills/career is readily 
available.    


8. I am interested in participating in the following long-term 
developmental assignments: 


a) an academic sabbatical 


b) a developmental assignment with a company 


c) a temporary assignment with another government 
organization (such as Research Development & 
Engineering Center (RDEC), Department of Defense, or 
Department of Energy) 


d) a guest researcher at an international laboratory 


e) a temporary assignment with a Program Manager or 
Program Executive Office or DARPA  


f) external coursework or training 


0.0190  0.0470 


0.0099  0.0798 


0.0006   


0.0012  0.0150 


0.0346   


0.0062  0.0065 
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9. Which short-term developmental options do you find to be 
useful? 


a) seminars and colloquia 


b) in-house training 


c) external training 


d) conferences and workshops 


  
0.0005 


   


  0.0132 


  <.0001 


10. ARL needs an effective mentoring program.    


11. I am in control of my career development. 0.0480  0.0114 


12. An Individual Development Plan is a useful tool in encouraging 
career growth.   0.0075 


13. My supervisor and I discuss and/or modify my Individual 
Development Plan with sufficient frequency.    


14. For DK/DJ career tracks, there should be more readily 
accessible employee development information and/or assignments 
for employees interested in advancing their careers. 


  0.0591 


 


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Employee Development Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


2 5.47 5.35 5.44 4.39 


3 2.00 2.31 2.36 3.35 


4a 25% 29% 40% 65% 


4b 13% 15% 28% 48% 


4c 31% 32% 44% 56% 


5 4.93 3.54 3.00 3.16 


8a 50% 39% 56% 24% 


8b 19% 46% 52% 24% 
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8c 38% 61% 80% 35% 


8d 56% 41% 72% 27% 


8e 63% 51% 52% 31% 


8f 81% 68% 60% 42% 


11 4.69 3.92 3.33 4.36 


 


 


Statement 2:  On average, employees with 20 years or more of experience feel more strongly 
than those with just 4 to 10 years of experience that long-term career developmental programs 
would enhance their career.  No other comparisons between experience categories are 
significantly different. 


Statement 3:  Employees with fewer than 20 years of experience, in general, disagree that they 
have enough information to take advantage of developmental programs, whereas those with 20 
or more years of experience are neutral on this statement. 


Statement 4a:  Employees with 20 years or more of experience are more aware of long-term (> 6 
months) training opportunities than their less experienced co-workers. 


Statement 4b:  Employees with 20 years or more of experience are more aware of sabbatical 
opportunities than employees with fewer than 11 years of experience. 


Statement 4c:  Employees with 20 years or more of experience are more aware of exchange 
scientist opportunities than their employees with under 4 years of experience. 


Statement 5:  Employees with under 4 years of experience, in general, agree that their 
supervisors are proactive in their professional development, whereas employees from the more 
experienced categories tend to be neutral or slightly in disagreement with this statement. 


Statement 8a:  Only 24% of employees with 20 years or more of experience are interested in 
participating in an academic sabbatical; whereas employees with 0-3 or 11-20 years of 
experience are more than twice as likely to want to participate. 


Statement 8b:  Employees with between 4 and 19 years of experience are about twice as likely to 
be interested in participating in a developmental assignment with a company than either the least 
experienced (0-3 years) or most experienced (20+ years) employees. 
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Statement 8c:  Employees with between 4 and 19 years of experience are about twice as likely to 
be interested in participating in a temporary assignment with another government organization 
than either the least experienced (0-3 years) or most experienced (20+ years) employees. 


Statement 8d:  Employees with 11-19 years of experience are at least twice as likely to be 
interested in serving as a guest researcher at an international laboratory than employees with 
either 4-10 or 20+ years of experience.  Additionally, those employees with 0-3 years of 
experience are twice as likely to be interested in this long-term developmental assignment than 
employees with 20 or more years of experience. 


Statement 8e:  Employees with 20 or more years of experience are less interested in a temporary 
assignment with a PM/PEO/DARPA than employees in any other experience category. 


Statement 8f:  Employees with 10 or less years of experience are strongly interested in external 
coursework or training, significantly more so than those employees with 20 or more years of 
experience. 


Statement 11:  In general, employees with the least (0-3) and the most (20+) years of experience 
slightly agree that they are in control of their career development, whereas mid-range (4-19 
years) experienced employees are somewhat neutral towards this statement. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Employee Development Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


3 2.55 3.84 


4a 41% 80% 


4b 27% 55% 


4c 39% 75% 


 


Statement 3:  On average, non-supervisors tend to disagree with having enough information to 
take advantage of developmental programs, while supervisors are neutral on this statement. 
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Statement 4a:  More supervisors than non-supervisors are aware of long-term training (> 6 
months) opportunities. 


Statement 4b:  More supervisors than non-supervisors are aware of sabbatical opportunities. 


Statement 4c:  More supervisors than non-supervisors are aware of exchange scientist 
opportunities. 


 


 


 


Significant Differences by Payband Category for Employee Development Statements 


 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


3 2.00 2.09 2.31 3.33 


4a 33% 13% 45% 59% 


4b 22% 4% 27% 44% 


4c 22% 4% 41% 63% 


8a 0% 4% 44% 45% 


8b 11% 21% 45% 34% 


8d 0% 4% 45% 55% 


8f 33% 71% 70% 45% 


9a 0% 13% 70% 66% 


9c 22% 79% 83% 75% 


9d 33% 38% 83% 88% 


11 3.89 3.08 4.00 4.56 


12 3.22 4.52 2.94 2.94 
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14 6.22 5.00 4.67 5.21 


 


Statement 3:  DB04/05 employees, in general, are impartial about having enough information to 
take advantage of developmental programs, whereas DE and DB02/03 employees slightly 
disagree with this statement.  Not enough DJ/DK employees responded to this statement to be 
found different from DB04/05s. 


Statement 4a:  DB employees are 4-5 times more likely to be aware of long-term (> 6 months) 
training opportunities than DE employees. 


Statement 4b:  DE employees are far less likely (4%) to be aware of sabbatical opportunities than 
DB02/03s (27%), who in turn are less aware than DB04/05s (44%).   Not enough DJ/DK 
employees responded to this statement to be found different from any of the other paybands. 


Statement 4c:  DE employees are far less likely (4%) to be aware of exchange scientist 
opportunities than DB02/03s (41%), who in turn are less aware than DB04/05s (63%).   DJ/DK 
employees could only be determined to be less aware than DB04/05 employees, due to a lack of 
respondents. 


Statement 8a:  DB employees are 10 times more likely to want to participate in an academic 
sabbatical than either DJ, DK, or DE employees. 


Statement 8b:  DB02/03 employees are at least twice as likely to be interested in participating in 
a developmental assignment with a company than either DJ, DK or DE employees. 


Statement 8d:  DB employees are about 15 times more likely to be interested in serving as a 
guest researcher at an international laboratory than either DJ, DK, or DE employees. 


Statement 8f:  DE and DB02/03 employees are more interested in external coursework or 
training than DJ/DK and DB04/05 employees. 


Statement 9a:  A large percentage of DB employees find seminars and colloquia to be useful 
short-term developmental options, whereas only a small share of DJ, DK and DE employees find 
them to be useful. 


Statement 9c:  A large percentage of DE and DB employees find external training to be useful 
short-term developmental options, whereas only a small share of DJ/DK employees replied that 
they are useful. 


Statement 9d:  The overwhelming majority of DB employees find conferences and workshops to 
be useful short-term developmental options, whereas only about one-third of DJ, DK and DE 
employees find them to be useful. 
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Statement 11:  On average, DB04/05 employees slightly agree that they are in control of their 
career development; whereas all other paybands tend to be neutral on this statement. 


Statement 12:  DE employees tend to agree that an Individual Development Plan is a useful tool 
in encouraging career growth; all other paybands, on average, slightly disagree with this 
statement. 


Statement 14:  Although less than a third of DE and DB survey respondents weighed in one this 
statement, in general, all paybands agree that there should be more readily accessible employee 
development information and/or assignments for DJ/DK employees interested in advancing their 
careers.  DJ/DK employees agree very strongly; significantly more so than DB02/03s.  . 


 


 


 


4. Employee Motivation 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. I am motivated in my work to do my best for ARL and the 
Army.   0.0324 


2. Generally, I start my work day with a positive attitude.    


3. Generally, I have a sense of accomplishment at the end of each 
work day. 0.0351   


4. My work has a positive impact on the Army in support of the 
Warfighter.    


5. My co-workers/peers value and appreciate my work. 0.0052   


6. My team leader and supervisor value and appreciate my work.    


7. Upper management (division and above) values and appreciates 
my work.    


8. I have the freedom to choose my career path.   0.0035 


9. I have the tools necessary to advance in my chosen career path.   0.0487 


10. Proper funding in my general field of research is a morale 
booster.    
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11. Searching for funds negatively affects my morale.    


12. ARL provides sufficient resources for me to easily learn about 
what others are doing within the organization to enable potential for 
collaboration. 


0.0532   


13. I utilize ARL’s telework work/life program.    


14. If you answered  “no” to question 13, please check the 
reason(s) why: 


a) I have not been provided the opportunity. 


b) I do not know how to go about doing it. 


c) My immediate supervisor does not promote the program 
and/or makes it difficult to get approved. 


d) I feel that it would adversely affect my performance rating. 


e) I have chosen not to participate in telework. 


   


   


   


   


   


15. If you answered  “yes” to question 13: please check the 
reason(s) why: 


a) Teleworking has made a positive change in managing my 
personal and work life. 


b) My productivity has improved since teleworking. 


 0.0381  


 0.0591 0.1171 


16. WMRD should encourage recreational and/or special interest 
clubs and activities be formed.    


 


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Employee Motivation Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


3 4.67 4.78 3.54 4.42 


5 5.67 5.35 5.16 4.66 


12 3.07 3.30 2.29 3.51 


 


 Statement 3:  With the exception of employees having 11-19 years of experience who are 
neutral, the workforce in general is in slight agreement that they have a sense of accomplishment 
at the end of each work day. 
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Statement 5:  Employees generally tend to believe that their co-workers and peers value and 
appreciate their work, although those with 20 or more years of experience feel less strongly than 
do those with 10 or fewer years of experience. 


Statement 12:  Employees with 11-19 years of experience in general feel somewhat that ARL 
does not provide sufficient resources for me to easily learn about what others are doing within 
the organization to enable potential for collaboration.  Employees with 4-10 or more tan 20 years 
of experience are generally neutral on this statement. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Employee Motivation Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


15a 89 50 


15b 64 17 


 


Statement 15a:  Among teleworking employees, the overwhelming majority of non-supervisors 
strongly believes that teleworking has made a positive change in managing their personal and 
work life, whereas supervisors are split on this statement. 


Statement 15b:  Among teleworking employees, non-supervisors tend to agree that their 
productivity has improved since teleworking, while supervisors strongly disagree. 


 


 


 


Significant Differences by Payband Category for Employee Motivation Statements 


 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 
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1 5.11 6.26 5.32 5.70 


8 3.71 2.91 4.29 4.55 


9 4.14 2.91 3.92 4.26 


15b 50% 0% 81% 36% 


 


 Statement 1:  The workforce, on average, solidly believes that they are motivated to do their best 
for ARL and the Army.  DE employees feel more strongly motivated than DB02/03 employees. 


Statement 8:  DB employees slightly agree that they have the freedom to choose their career 
path, whereas DE employees slightly disagree.  DJ/DKs are generally neutral about this 
statement. 


Statement 9:  DB employees slightly agree that they have the tools necessary to advance in their 
chosen career path, whereas DE employees slightly disagree.  DJ/DKs are also generally in 
agreement, however too few of them responded to be found different from any of the other 
paybands. 


Statement 15b:  Among teleworking employees, a strong majority of DB02/03s believe that their 
productivity has improved since starting to telework, whereas only about one-third of DB04/05s 
feel similarly.  Too few DJ/DK or DE employees responded to be compared with other 
paybands. 


 


 


 


5. Merit Promotions 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. I understand the difference between Merit Promotions and 
Promotions made through the CASE process.  0.0001 0.0031 


2. The workforce is well informed when Merit Promotion 
positions become available (for example, branch chief).  0.0172 0.0179 


3. I have applied for Merit Promotion and/or Supervisory 
position(s). 0.0009 <.0001 0.0002 
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4. I understand how to apply for Merit Promotion positions. 0.0002 <.0001 <.0001 


5. Merit Promotion positions are typically filled in a timely 
manner.    


6. I understand the competitive process used for the selection of 
permanent branch chiefs. 0.0030 <.0001 <.0001 


7. The best candidate for a Merit Promotion position is usually 
selected.  0.0005  


8. I am interested in applying for Merit Promotion positions. 0.0159   


9. I am encouraged by my management to apply for Merit 
Promotion positions.  0.0084 0.0473 


10. I have made my supervisor aware of my interest in Merit 
Promotions using my Individual Development Plan.    


11. I understand the process for the selection of acting Branch 
Chiefs. 0.0013 <.0001 <.0001 


12. Acting Branch Chiefs perform their duties just as well as 
permanent branch chiefs.    


13. Having one or more acting Branch Chiefs in a performance 
review cycle positively affects my rating.    


14. Having acting Branch Chiefs for an extended period of time 
(greater than one year) negatively affects my career development.  0.0477  


15. Scientists and engineers within WMRD are provided with 
opportunities to learn what is necessary to perform the role of 
Branch Chief. 


 0.0216  


 


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Merit Promotions Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


3 0% 6% 39% 44% 


4 2.33 2.65 3.95 4.28 


6 2.09 2.58 3.48 4.02 
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8 5.30 3.94 4.19 3.02 


11 1.73 2.18 3.05 3.65 


 


 Statement 3:  Just under half of all employees with more than 10 years of experience have 
applied for Merit Promotion and/or Supervisory positions; on the other hand, very few with 10 
years or less have applied for the same positions. 


Statement 4:  Employees with more than 10 years of experience tend to slightly understand how 
to apply for Merit Promotion positions; whereas those with 10 years or less experience tend to 
not understand how to apply. 


Statement 6:  Employees with more than 20 years of experience slightly understand the 
competitive process used for the selection of permanent branch chiefs; whereas those with 10 
years or less experience tend to not understand the process. 


Statement 8:  Employees with 20 or more years of experience are, on average, slightly 
uninterested in applying for Merit Promotion positions; whereas employees with fewer than 20 
years experience tend to be interested in applying.  New employees (those with 0-3 years) are the 
most interested of the categories. 


Statement 11:  There is a time dependency between one’s experience and understanding of the 
nomination process of the selection of acting Branch Chiefs.  This ranges from the newest 
employees not understanding, to senior employees being neutral on the matter. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Merit Promotions Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


1 3.17 5.24 


2 4.30 5.38 


3 17% 95% 


4 3.18 5.65 
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6 2.87 5.95 


7 3.12 4.61 


9 2.65 4.06 


11 2.57 5.05 


14 4.72 3.60 


15 2.62 3.84 


 


Statement 1:  On average, supervisors understand the difference between Merit Promotions and 
Promotions made through the CASE process; non-supervisors only slightly disagree with this 
assessment. 


Statement 2:  On average, supervisors agree that he workforce is well informed when Merit 
Promotion positions become available; non-supervisors tend to agree with this, however only 
slightly so. 


Statement 3:  A much greater percentage of supervisors have applied for Merit Promotion and/or 
Supervisory position(s) than non-supervisors. 


Statement 4:  On average, supervisors understand how to apply for Merit Promotion positions; 
non-supervisors only slightly disagree with this assessment. 


Statement 6:  On average, supervisors understand the competitive process used for the selection 
of permanent branch chiefs; non-supervisors tend to not understand the process. 


Statement 7:  Supervisors slightly agree that the best candidate for a Merit Promotion position is 
usually selected, whereas non-supervisors slightly disagree. 


Statement 9:  On average, supervisors slightly feel encouraged by their management to apply for 
Merit Promotion positions; non-supervisors do not feel encouraged to apply. 


Statement 11:  On average, supervisors understand the process for the selection of acting Branch 
Chiefs; non-supervisors disagree with this assessment. 


Statement 14:  Non-supervisors believe that having acting Branch Chiefs for an extended period 
of time (greater than one year) negatively affects their career development, however supervisors 
are non-partisan. 
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Statement 15:  On average, supervisors slightly agree that WMRD scientists and engineers are 
provided with opportunities to learn what is necessary to perform the role of Branch Chief; non-
supervisors disagree with this statement. 


 


 


 


Significant Differences by Payband Category for Merit Promotions Statements 


 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


1 3.40 3.32 2.55 4.20 


2 3.20 3.94 4.02 5.07 


3 0% 20% 2% 51% 


4 2.33 2.89 2.57 4.50 


6 3.25 3.00 1.93 4.51 


9 1.50 2.31 2.37 3.38 


11 2.50 2.47 1.83 3.96 


 


 


Statement 1:  On average, DB04/05 employees slightly understand the difference between Merit 
Promotions and Promotions made through the CASE process, while DB02/23 employees do not 
understand the difference. 


Statement 2:  On average, DB04/05 employees agree that he workforce is well informed when 
Merit Promotion positions become available; employees from other paybands tend to be more 
neutral towards this statement. 


Statement 3:  A much greater percentage of DB04/05 employees have applied for Merit 
Promotion and/or Supervisory position(s) than DEs, who in turn have applied more than 







25 
 


DB02/03s.  Only a small number of DJ/DKs responded to this statement, but all of them stated 
that they had never applied. 


Statement 4:  On average, DB04/05 employees understand how to apply for Merit Promotion 
positions; employees from other paybands tend to not understand the procedures. 


Statement 6:  On average, DB04/05 employees understand the competitive process used for the 
selection of permanent branch chiefs; however DEs and DB02/03s do not understand.  A small 
number of DJ/DK respondents were neutral. 


Statement 9:  On average, DE and DB02/03 employees do not feel encouraged by their 
management to apply for Merit Promotion positions; DB04/05 employees are neutral towards 
this statement.  Due to too few DJ/DK respondents comparisons between this payband and 
others, are not significant.. 


Statement 11:  On average, DE and DB02/03 employees do not understand the process for the 
selection of acting Branch Chiefs; DB04/05 employees slightly understand the process.  TOO 
FEW. 


 


 


 


6. Pay for Performance 


Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. My written Performance Objectives are truly indicative of my 
personal goals and program/project deliverables for the fiscal year. 0.0126 0.0004  


2. Other duties as assigned is not appropriate as a Performance 
Objective. 0.0246   


3. My Performance Objectives are vague.    


4. I know what is expected from me to earn a Successful, 
Commendable or Distinguished rating.    


5. The two page limit for the Ratee’s List of Accomplishments is 
adequate.    


6. A one page supplement prepared by the employee for the 
branch chief to use during the reconciliation process would be 
helpful. 
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7. Classified accomplishments receive as much weight in the 
performance appraisal process as unclassified accomplishments.  0.0113  


8. I have a good understanding of how the reconciliation process 
works. 0.0089 <.0001 <.0001 


9. I receive constructive feedback from my supervisor on my 
rating.    


10. I understand how the Element Scoring Guide Adapted to ARL 
Environment (a.k.a., evaluation criteria) is applied to my annual 
performance rating. 


 0.0007 0.0021 


11. Occupational families should be rated in pay pools consisting 
of that family only (i.e., separate DB, DE and DJ/DK pay pools).   <.0001 


12. The Performance Appraisal rating(s) that I receive generally 
match my level of performance. 0.0543   


13. The ARL Pay for Performance system enhances employee 
morale. 0.0043   


14. A team's efforts should affect the performance appraisal/rating 
of all team members.    


15. The maximum number of shares (currently 0 to 4 shares) 
should be increased.    


16. The payout amount should be directly linked to the numerical 
score.    


17. My immediate supervisor is qualified to fully evaluate the 
impact of my work to the organization and assign an accurate 
rating. 


   


18. My team leader should have some input to my objectives and 
rating.    


19. I am personally satisfied with the current ARL Pay for 
Performance system. 0.0165   


20. The ARL Pay for Performance system has helped me advance 
my career path.   <.0001 


21. The ARL Pay for Performance scoring criteria has been 
interpreted differently over the past several years to slow the 
workforces advancement to the upper end of pay bands. 


 0.0602  


22. Employees with unacceptable performance do not have 
sufficient incentives to be better performers.    


23. In general, supervisors are not addressing employees with 
unsuccessful performance. 0.0137   
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24. Which Performance Appraisal element is most important to 
you?    


25. There is downward  pressure from Laboratory-level 
management to reduce the percentage of Distinguished ratings and 
increase the percentage of Successful ratings. 


   


26. The distribution of supervisor ratings should be comparable to 
the distribution of non-supervisory employee ratings.  <.0001  


27. Employee should be able to provide inputs on the performance 
of supervisors.  0.0495  


28. WMRD does a good job of addressing poor supervisory 
performance.  0.0115  


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Pay-for-Performance Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


1 4.90 4.76 3.63 4.07 


2 4.05 3.94 4.58 4.95 


8 2.52 2.66 3.39 3.79 


12 5.06 4.48 4.18 3.85 


13 4.10 3.13 3.00 2.40 


19 4.67 4.00 3.79 3.11 


23 5.47 4.98 5.25 4.18 


 


 


Statement 1:  Employees with 10 or fewer years of experience tend to agree that their written 
Performance Objectives are truly indicative of personal goals and program/project deliverables 
for the fiscal year. Employees with 11-19 years of experience are neutral on this statement. 
Senior employees with 20 or more years of experience indistinguishably fall in between these 
two groups. 
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Statement 2:  Employees with 20 or more years of experience agree more strongly than those 
with 4-10 years of experience that “Other duties as assigned” is not appropriate as a Performance 
Objective.  Other experiences categories either fall in between these two, or had too few 
respondents to determine a significant difference. 


Statement 8:  Employees with 10 or fewer years of experience tend to believe that they not have 
a good understanding of how the reconciliation process works, whereas those with more than 10 
years of experience have a more neutral stance. 


Statement 12:  On average, employees with 10 or fewer years of experience agree that the 
Performance Appraisal ratings that they receive generally match their level of performance.  
There is a negative dependency between years of experience and agreement with this statement, 
with senior employees (20 or more years of experience) viewing this statement as neutral. 


Statement 13:  Perceptions that the ARL Pay for Performance system enhances employee morale 
decline with years of experience.  Employees with 3 or fewer years of experience slightly agree 
that the system enhances morale, however starting with the 4-10 years of experience category 
and continuing thereafter, employees tend to disagree. 


Statement 19:  Satisfaction with the current ARL Pay for Performance system declines over 
one’s career.  Employees with 10 or less years of experience tend to agree with this statement, 
however those with 20 or more years of experience, on average, slightly disagree.  Employees 
with 11-19 years of experience tend to be neutral. 


Statement 23:  In general, Employees believe that supervisors are not addressing employees with 
unsuccessful performance.  The degree of agreement among those with fewer than 20 years of 
experience is stronger than among those with 20 or more years of experience. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Pay-for-Performance Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


1 4.47 2.91 


7 3.50 4.76 


8 2.95 5.59 
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10 3.19 4.64 


21 5.53 4.43 


26 5.46 1.90 


27 5.15 4.23 


28 1.97 3.15 


 


Statement 1:  Non-supervisors generally agree that their written Performance Objectives are 
indicative of their personal goals and program/project deliverables for the fiscal year; supervisors 
on average slightly disagree with this statement. 


Statement 7:  Supervisors agree that classified accomplishments receive as much weight in the 
performance appraisal process as unclassified accomplishments, whereas non-supervisors are 
neutral. 


Statement 8:  Supervisors solidly believe that they have an understanding of how the 
reconciliation process works, while non-supervisors tend to slightly disagree with this statement. 


Statement 10:  Supervisors generally understand how the Element Scoring Guide Adapted to 
ARL Environment is applied to their annual performance rating, however, non-supervisors are 
neutral. 


Statement 21:  More so than supervisors, non-supervisors agree that the ARL Pay for 
Performance scoring criteria has been interpreted differently over the past several years to slow 
the workforce’s advancement to the upper end of pay bands. 


Statement 26:  There is a wide disparity between supervisors’ and non-supervisors’ opinions on 
whether the distribution of supervisor ratings should be comparable to the distribution of non-
supervisory employee ratings.  Non-supervisors solidly agree with this statement, while 
supervisors solidly disagree. 


Statement 27:  More so than supervisors, non-supervisors agree that employees should be able to 
provide inputs on the performance of supervisors. 


Statement 28:  Non-supervisors disagree that WMRD does a good job of addressing poor 
supervisory performance, whereas supervisors tend to be neutral on this statement. 
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Significant Differences by Payband Category for Pay-for-Performance Statements 


 


 Payband 


Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


8 3.55 2.56 2.31 4.31 


10 3.36 3.19 2.75 3.96 


11 5.90 6.42 5.38 4.63 


20 3.86 3.74 3.15 4.76 


 


 


Statement 8:  DB04/05 employees on average believe somewhat that they have an understanding 
of how the reconciliation process works.  DE and DB02/03 do not understand the process.  
DJ/DK employees weighed in neutral on this statement. 


Statement 10:  DB02/03 employees somewhat lack an understanding of how the Element 
Scoring Guide Adapted to ARL Environment (a.k.a., evaluation criteria) is applied to their 
annual performance rating, while DB04/05 employees only slightly understand this process.  DE 
and DJ/DK employees are generally neutral. 


Statement 11:  There is common agreement across all paybands that occupational families should 
be rated in pay pools consisting of that family only (i.e., separate DB, DE and DJ/DK pay pools).  
The agreement is strongest among DJ/DK and DE employees, followed by DB02/03s, and then 
DB04/05s. 


Statement 20:  DB04/05 employees generally feel that the ARL Pay for Performance system has 
helped advance their career paths.  The remaining paybands on average are neutral towards this 
statement. 


 


 


7. Paybanding 
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Statement Years of 
Experience 


Supervisory 
Status 


Payband 
Category 


1. I understand the paybanding structure in the ARL Laboratory 
Demonstration Project. 0.0017 0.0139 0.0002 


2. I am familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system. <.0001 0.0161 <.0001 


3. I am happy with the current mapping of pay bands in the ARL 
Lab Demo. 0.0463   


4. The pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo are an improvement over 
the previously used GS system.   0.0046 


5. The current payband structure is good for employee morale.   0.0349 


6. My payband allows for sufficient salary and growth potential.   0.0029 


7. Promotion to a DB-IV band is unnecessarily difficult because 
the pay band includes the GS-15 pay level.   0.0004 


8. The current DB-IV band should be split into two bands (for 
example, DB-IV-CAT1 for up to the GS-14 pay level and DB-IV-
CAT2 for up to the GS-15 pay level). 


 0.0049  


9. The DB-III band should include the GS-14 grade, and the DB-
IV band should only include the GS15 grade.   <.0001 


 


Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Paybanding Statements 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 0-3 4-10 11-19 20+ 


1 5.21 5.07 5.58 6.03 


2 5.07 4.84 5.42 6.35 


3 4.64 4.52 4.25 3.32 


 


Statement 1:  While there is an employee-wide understanding of the paybanding structure in the 
ARL Laboratory Demonstration Project, those with 20 or more years of experience have a better 
understanding than their less-experienced coworkers. 
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Statement 2:  The workforce is generally familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system, 
although those employees with 20 or more years of experience are more familiar with the system 
than employees with 19 or fewer years of experience. 


Statement 3:  In general, employees with 4-10 years of experience say they are happy with the 
current mapping of pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo, more so than employees with over 20 
years of experience who tend to be neutral. 


 


 


Significant Differences by Supervisory Status for Paybanding Statements 


 


 Status 


Statement Non-supervisor Supervisor 


1 5.44 6.33 


2 5.43 6.39 


8 4.54 5.88 


 


Statement 1:  Supervisors more strongly understand the paybanding structure in the ARL 
Laboratory Demonstration Project than non-supervisors. 


Statement 2:  Supervisors are more strongly familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system 
than non-supervisors. 


Statement 8:  Supervisors agree more than non-supervisors that the current DB-IV band should 
be split into two bands (for example, DB-IV-CAT1 for up to the GS-14 pay level and DB-IV-
CAT2 for up to the GS-15 pay level). 


 


 


Significant Differences by Payband Category for Paybanding Statements 


 


 Payband 
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Statement DJ/DK DE DB02/03 DB04/05 


1 4.88 4.73 5.30 6.08 


2 5.50 4.73 5.16 6.12 


4 4.33 5.47 4.00 5.29 


5 3.38 4.30 3.46 4.48 


6 3.88 4.36 3.39 4.80 


7 6.50 5.50 5.55 3.78 


9 6.50 5.17 4.34 2.33 


 


 Statement 1:  In general, DB04/05 employees have a greater understanding of the paybanding 
structure in the ARL Laboratory Demonstration Project than those in other paybands. 


Statement 2:  DB04/05 employees are more familiar with the General Schedule (GS) pay system 
than either DEs or DB02/03s.  Differences between DJ/DK and other paybands were not 
discernable due to not enough respondents from the DJ/DK payband. 


 


Statement 4:  DB02/03 employees only slightly agree that  pay bands in the ARL Lab Demo are 
an improvement over the previously used GS system, whereas DE and DB04/05 employees 
firmly agree with this statement. 


Statement 5:  DB04/05 employees agree that the current payband structure is good for employee 
morale, however DB02/03 employees are neutral towards this statement. 


Statement 6:  DB04/05 employees agree that their payband allows for sufficient salary and 
growth potential; howeve,r DB02/03 employees are neutral towards this statement. 


Statement 7:  DB02/03 employees firmly believe that promotion to a DB-IV band is 
unnecessarily difficult because the pay band includes the GS-15 pay level; DB04/05 employees 
are neutral towards this statement. 


Statement 9:  DB04/05 employees solidly disagree that DB-III band should include the GS-14 
grade, and the DB-IV band should only include the GS15 grade;  employees from the other 
paybands tend to agree with this statement. 
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8. Supervisors Only 


Statement 
Years of 


Experience 
Payband 
Category 


1. Supervisors are provided adequate training and/or information 
on all aspects of ARL’s Lab Demo progra   


2. My employees’ written Performance Objectives are indicative 
of their personal goals and program/project deliverables for the 
fiscal year. 


  


3. As a supervisor, I can give an employee a rating score that they 
deserve through ARL’s Pay for Performance system.   


4. ARL’s Pay for Performance system, as currently implemented, 
provides supervisors with the means to motivate their employees to 
perform better. 


0.0449  


5. ARL’s Scoring Guide is easy to interpret across all 
occupational families and levels.   


6. Supervisors should have more say in the distribution of salary 
versus bonus pay-out during the reconciliation process.   


7. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process 
allows for proper scoring/rating of employees.   


8. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process 
provides proper scoring/rating of employees according to the type 
of position held (i.e., DB, DE and DJ/DK). 


  


9. As implemented in my pay pool, the PFP reconciliation process 
provides proper scoring/rating of employees according to the type 
of work performed (ie., basic vs applied research). 


  


10. As a supervisor, I have utilized awards as an alternative means 
of rewarding accomplishments as opposed to through the Pay for 
Performance appraisal process. 


  


11. S&Es performing basic research have an advantage in the 
CASE process over those persons performing applied research (or 
science versus engineering). 


  


12. Supervisors should be allowed to be present, and not 
participate, while their employeesCASE packages are being 
discussed and scored by the directorate and corporate level panels. 


0.0323  


13. Performing a Branch Chief or Division Chief 120-day detail is 
worthwhile.   


14. The basis for selecting a Branch Chiefs should be more heavily 
weighted toward the candidatestechnical expertise rather than 
potential as a manager. 


  


15. I would derive benefits by having a Deputy Branch or Division 
Chief.   
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Significant Differences by Years of Experience for Supervisors-Only Statements 


 


 Years of Experience 


Statement 4-10 11-19 20+ 


4 4.67 2.20 2.13 


12 6.33 5.50 3.21 


 


Statement 4:  Supervisors with 10 years or less of experience agree that ARL’s Pay for 
Performance system, as currently implemented, provides supervisors with the means to motivate 
their employees to perform better statement.  However, those with 11 or more years of 
experience disagree with this statement. 


Statement 12:  Supervisors with less than 20 years of experience firmly agree that they should be 
allowed to be present, and not participate, while their employees’ CASE packages are being 
discussed and scored by the directorate and corporate level panels.  Supervisors with 20 or more 
years of experience tend to disagree with this statement. 


 


  








































































































































































































































































































































































Date Created
4. Please provide any additional comments, feedback or 
suggestions within the context of Lab Demo or not that 
you would like to share with WMRD and ARL leadership.


5. Are there other areas or authorities you would like to 
see covered under the Laboratory Demonstration Project 


that would help you better accomplish your mission?


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:03
Thu 5 Sep 2013 18:50
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:14
Thu 5 Sep 2013 19:38  -Treat contractors better 


-Management provides too much negative feedback and not enough positive 
 feedback


-Managment does not tell us what the Army needs, which makes us wonder why 
 we are here sometimes


 -fix CASE process to be less political 
-DB-02 employees should be given better options to pursue a PhD (not have to 


 wait until 3 years have passed) 
 -not enough talking between groups/branches


-need more mentorship to young researchers
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:19
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:57
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:18
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:19
Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:01
Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:00
Thu 5 Sep 2013 19:58 IT support
Fri 23 Aug 2013 19:38
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:46
Fri 30 Aug 2013 12:40
Wed 28 Aug 2013 12:42 the apprasal/reward system need to be a reflection of accomplishments and 


contributions for the previous year as intended. Because I feel it has not been 
administered in that way, I feel particularly vonerable to loosing my job in a rif 
situation. I think even though strict seniority is not the best for the organization in 
some cases, It is probably a better way to handle job loss than the current system 
overall .With a senoirity system, at least everyone knows where they stand. 
uncertainty in the workplace is not the best.


career goals


Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:32 No further comments, the other categories have covered things well. Coming from a team that relies heavily on customer funds, it is getting tougher 
every year to produce new ideas that have not already been done.  Lack of 
conference travel has made hunting even more difficult.  Available funds from 
PMs, PEOs and OSD have decreased.  We need more mission $ and ways to 


 reduce our overhead.  It's getting tough.
 
We need less training when somebody screws up or commits a crime.  Just punish 
the offenders and get it over with.  Also, supervisors should not feel pressured to 
have to constantly change to meet ratings.  They should be AWARDED for 
keeping what works.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 12:10
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:55







Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:32 The Lab Demo was suppose to make the advancement of a career easier, smoother 
and with more options.  Instead, it has introduced competition within pay pools, 
barriers by the CASE process, and a career path aimed more to become an 
administrator.


My mission is does not depend on if other areas or authorities have the Lab Demo 
Project or not.


Tue 27 Aug 2013 20:01
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:36
Fri 6 Sep 2013 15:04
Tue 3 Sep 2013 15:39
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:34
Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:36
Tue 3 Sep 2013 15:52
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:12 I like what Dr. Russell says, I would love to see it translate to the workforce.
Wed 11 Sep 2013 21:26
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:14
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:51
Mon 9 Sep 2013 19:14  I don't quite understand this question, but here are suggestions anyway:


 
1) Develop surveysto determine the general attitude of employees about benefits 


 and deficiencies of different parts of ARL's service components:
     a) Security


     b) IT (IAM and Helpdesk)
     c) Procurement


     d) etc.
2) Make changes based on 1.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 17:48 Let me make more rather than less money than I did last year. Other than this, I 
feel ARL is an extremely great place to work!


Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:20 Often my FY objective are vague and hard to prove, as an example, how do you 
prove successful diversity when it's just your own feedback contributing to the 
accomplishements. There is no peer input to the year end performance review 
process.


Peer Reviews


Tue 27 Aug 2013 15:23 need to get the subjectivity out somehow and objectives should be written for each 
individual, not this boiler plate template that we somehow adopted.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:23 The downgrading of the ratings has hurt people, both personally and 
professionally. I have seen the stress on employees at REDS panel meetings and 
have witnessed via that process unfairness on the part of supervisors. The amount 
of lost productivity and personal wellbeing of employees in and away from the 
workplace may surprise senior leadership, much of it realted to the rating process, 
particularly when it is carried out unfairly. 


Fri 30 Aug 2013 16:14
Fri 30 Aug 2013 19:20
Thu 29 Aug 2013 14:01
Fri 23 Aug 2013 12:59 Lab Demo was a good experiment. Now it needs to morph into a "crisp" mature 


structure that would benefit skilled employees and educated managers. This lab 
"can" be a lot of things. What it needs to be is a structure that enables, at all levels 
and in all prcesses, clear and innovative thinking directed at helping the soldiers 
accomplish their missions.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 21:50 Nice question, meaning what?







Wed 28 Aug 2013 12:49
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:11
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:41 Don't get rid of PFP.  I know many people who would consider leaving if we had 


to work under the GS system.  If ARL wants to be competitive in the job market 
and attract "the best" then the pay has to also be there.  


What?  Don't even understand question.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 14:09
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:58 Lab demo has benefitted younger staff in that less time in grade has been 


necessary to achieve higher payband levels. Are we promoting our younger folks 
too quickly relative to old GS system? How do we recognize and accolade those 
within our organization that enable others to do their jobs and advance their 
careers, e.g., expediters, mentors, etc.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 17:14
Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:36 ARL is a great organization, but not yet world-class; the key is PEOPLE.  We have 


lucked into some top-notch talent, but in general our average staff member is less 
capable, productive, and capable than peers in universities and some DoE labs 
(e.g. Sandia, OakRidge).  why?  it is because we do not have coordinated 
recruitment plan.  we bring in best-available contract postdocs to work short-term 
projects, and if they happen to be good we keep them.  this is not strategic, and 
will not attract the BEST people.  need to instead take a long view, recruit 
independent thinkers in key tech areas.


i don't understand this question


Tue 27 Aug 2013 16:11
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:28
Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:21
Fri 30 Aug 2013 10:30
Thu 22 Aug 2013 17:56
Tue 27 Aug 2013 15:03 Reduce training.  I know you've heard this before, but nothing ever seems to be 


done about it.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:41
Tue 3 Sep 2013 16:20 A small amount (5-10% of time?) of "gray space" (unfunded) research efforts 


could be explicitly promoted through the objectives, which would have the effects 
of providing incentive & motivation for making the time (vs all of the other day-to-
day activities, being suck in by email, etc) to prove out high risk ideas, to provide 
tacit encouragement to pursue these activities to a tangible end, and to provide a 
more open avenue (via year-end accomplishments) to sociallize these efforts.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:09
Tue 10 Sep 2013 14:02
Mon 26 Aug 2013 19:42
Mon 9 Sep 2013 11:32 I would like to see more internal developmental assignments to promote the 


capabilities of WMRD to its own workforce.  The biggest failure of the 
organization in my eyes though is mentorship.  I have watched several SMEs retire 
and no one to fill the void.  The end result is the information and capability is lost 
or severely degraded due to the hiring practices and policies of the lab.  As for 
mentorship, in my personal experience it is minimal to non-existent and has 
negatively impacted the development of new technologies.


Understanding what core competencies are needed for the lab to be successful for 
the Army.  Once known, tailor the Lab Demo to emphasize those research areas to 
promote employee potential base on how those core competencies benefit the 
Army's mission.







Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:21 Management of expectations always needs to be a priority.  This means ARL's 
management (2nd line supervisors and above) need to give the 1st line supervisors 
the guidance and time to communicate changes in policies and procedures to the 
workforce when these changes could have a negative influence on workforce 
morale.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:50
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:05
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:22 I understand that management has a difficult job, and there are probably no 


shortage of criticism on how management does its job.  I'm sure many of the 
problems faced by management are due to constraints imposed by higher 
headquarters or some well-intentioned but poorly implemented regulation.  I hope 
that for those who read my feedback do not take offense to what I've written.  
Morale has been a big issue this past year due to a number of political battles.  
Sometimes the simple things like a pat on the back is all that is needed.


Wed 4 Sep 2013 17:51
Fri 6 Sep 2013 15:28 We need to review and update our system. It is broken and does not support 


creativity, innovations and a better work environment
updating our building, purchase process and the entire "metrics" mania that 
continues to weigh us heavily.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:01 Any answers to the previous questions in each of the sections answered with NA 
was marked in that manner due to lack of knowledge of the area being asked 
about.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:10
Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:51 We should be able to hire people, travel to conferences, travel overseas, purchase 


necessary items in a timely manner, and have control over (most aspects) of our 
own computers.  Without these freedoms, ARL will never be a competitive 
international laboratory on par with LLNL, LANL, Sandia, etc.


We should be able to hire people, travel to conferences, travel overseas, purchase 
necessary items in a timely manner, and have control over (most aspects) of our 
own computers.  Without these freedoms, ARL will never be a competitive 
international laboratory on par with LLNL, LANL, Sandia, etc.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 10:38
Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:26 While management talks about the need for basic research, in practice it is not 


supported, as programs are cut much too soon.
Tue 10 Sep 2013 16:41 none none
Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:00 n/a N/A
Mon 26 Aug 2013 16:29 One, open up acting branch chief positions to DB-03 employees.  It provides an 


opportunity to grow that they currently do not have, and it would boost interest 
and morale within that set of employees knowing that opportunity exists.  Two, 
the ARL Director's weekly message is a great tool to informing the workplace of 
what is happening at headquarters.  I feel that little nugget of weekly information 
shows that top level management cares by informing the bench level worker what 
is going on with upper management, and it acts as a nice link between vastly 
different levels of employees.


Tue 10 Sep 2013 18:17
Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:06 Single biggest improvement (my opinion) would be to eliminate share system (0 to 


4 shares) and tie payouts to scores.  This would increase fidelity in payouts and 
get rid of step function currently in place.


Mon 9 Sep 2013 10:25







Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:41  This was a very long survey, and I still have two more questions to answer.  
 
The way forward is going to be difficult, because this will be a shrinking 
organization.  It is already a shrinking organization.  Bureaucracies do not handle 
contraction very well -- they have a very hard time decreasing the overhead 
functions while concentrating on the core competencies.  Bureaucracies have two 
paradigms:  survival and growth, however, when forced into contraction, they 
forget the first paradigm and choose suicide.  Stripping out layers of management 
would be a step in the right direction.


 I'm about tapped out with ideas.  I don't really understand the question.
 
Always remember, are we talking about working within the existing framework, 
without question, or are we talking about flushing the whole thing and starting 
over?


Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:29
Fri 6 Sep 2013 14:56
Thu 5 Sep 2013 17:39
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:57
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:41
Tue 27 Aug 2013 20:01
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:55
Tue 3 Sep 2013 12:07
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:28
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:10
Fri 6 Sep 2013 11:55 In my opinion, our top layers of management do not command the same respect as 


their predecessors.  Years ago, division cheifs, BRL/ARL Directors commanded 
repsect because of their techincal achievements and when they reviewed 
programs, they did so as a fellow researcher and probed the technical content and 
approach that was used.  Now, our management folks spend more time worry 
about "the message", how it will be viewed at higher levels, and seldom contribute 
anything to advancing the technical content of the research.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:49
Thu 5 Sep 2013 15:10 Employee enrichment programs with information that the employee can use here 


at work and take home for a safer life. This will go a long way in supporting a 
 people first culture. This cost Money, pay it now or pay it later.


 LOOK AT DOPONT
Things that could be put in place: Awards presented to a group or division for the 
fewest lost work days due to work injury. Awards could be after 90 days, 6 
months, 1 year, then 5 years and so on with awards appropriate to the 


 achievement. 


not sure


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:16 The 600 character limit was too restrictive for me to write down some of my 
answers.


Wed 28 Aug 2013 13:18 N/A N/A
Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:34 No other comments. No other suggestions.
Mon 26 Aug 2013 19:48
Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:13







Thu 29 Aug 2013 12:13 ARL would be better off if employees who have been PIPed and did not improve 
performance were actually fired; remove this dead weight and show that ARL 
policies actually work.  <removed sentence>   Taking these actions and formally 
communicating the issues at work would improve morale for those of us that are 
working hard and following the rules. 


Wed 4 Sep 2013 12:04 Lab Demo works pretty well.  Please don't break it while trying to improve it. No.
Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:52
Fri 23 Aug 2013 22:14 ARL used to be a wonderful place to work, however recently management does 


not support the S&Es.  We feel very under appreciated.  In fact theonly thing that 
keeps most of us here is that we truly love science but really dislike all the ARL 
politics and hall-way gossip that is allowed to go on in our building.  A wise 
director once told me "ARL is great as ling as you stay away from management 


 and all their  politics
 
ARL needs some major house cleaning if it is every to be a great lab.....


Remove the countless taskers and other stuff that boggs down the S&Es.  Make it 
easier ti purchase items/equipment.  let us go to conferences so we can network 
like true scientists, it is embaressing to continue to turn down invited talks over 
and over again.  Provide us manangers/leaders that actually make our lives easier, 
not harder woith more tasking  etc. 


Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:06 N/A no
Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:10 No more comments. Don't know.
Wed 4 Sep 2013 18:52 ARL has done exceptionally well with the Demo.  Some tweets are needed but 


keep up the great work.
None


Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:34
Wed 11 Sep 2013 20:21
Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:23 Need to start over and study other performance systems out there, Employee recognition.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:06
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:09
Mon 9 Sep 2013 11:46
Thu 5 Sep 2013 17:33
Thu 5 Sep 2013 18:34 Need to look beyond currnet lab demo scope and try to expand lab reinvention to 


other areas critically important.  Don't start out with a mentality that this is too 
hard.


Procurment, contracts, infrastructure, some in human capital like expanded guest 
researchers (e.g., co-appointments)


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:06
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:30
Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:23 Fix DB3 to DB4 promotion problem either through rebanding.  Spliting DB4 band 


 is a good idea.
 
Would like BC position to be like a university Deparment Chair position rather 
than a terminal position.  Why would anybody want to be a BC at age 35 unless 
they felt that they could get beyond it.  BC position is a career shortening 
proposition.  I'm sure I'll be gone before many of my counterparts on the bench.  
They ain't working 50+ hours a week.  At some point, enough is enough.


Like I have time to research these things?  Really?


Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:21
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:55 The pay band ceilings should be abolished so that personnel who do not get 


promoted can continue to get merit pay raise albeit at a smaller rate without fast 
increment.







Wed 11 Sep 2013 22:39 I absolutley love my job and try to make sure I do my best everyday.  I appreciate 
the flexibility I have been given in addressing some of the many Army challenges.  
That being said, I would welcome ARL leadership in directing us into larger 
efforts that were headed by our more senior researchers.  I understand this would 
mean younger researchers including myself would no longer be leading efforts. 
However, I think the increased resources, opportunities for mentorship, and ability 
to use individual talents to have the greatest impact would lead to increased 
morale and professional development.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:52 ... no
Wed 4 Sep 2013 12:31 In my opinion, the ARL workforce is overpaid in comparison to the rest of the 


Government, say RDECOM overall, for example. The expectations for promotions 
 and pay at the top levels within a few years of starting work are out of control.


 
I would like to see an across-the-board "desk audit" for responsibility and 
contributions. At a minimum, promotions for life doesn't seem to be working in 
many cases. A marginally-productive DB-04 max salary should not be allowed to 
exist. Management needs stronger tools that can be applied routinely to correct 
pay rates. Pay decreases need to be possible.


Tue 27 Aug 2013 14:18 A student once remarked that it must be nice to work for the government because 
you can do whatever you want and they don't seem to do anything about it. Even 
more disconcerting that it came from a student. 


Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:56
Mon 26 Aug 2013 18:38
Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:30 Each Branch Chief should treat each person the same.  If one branch allows one 


thing then all Branches should allow the same thing.
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:53
Mon 26 Aug 2013 18:18 Lab Demo is far better than any non-merit based approach to ratings.  I was not a 


Federal employee under any other system, but as far as I can tell, some aspects of 
the older approach have been retained.  If ratings can be made fair, transparent, 
and appropriate to performance, that would be good for the health of Lab Demo 
overall.  ARL as an organization also needs to decide what it values in its 
employees.  Researchers who publish papers?  Applied research and the transition 
products to the field or RDECs?  It might be hard to have both.  This conflict also 
makes Lab Demo hard to implement.


Not sure what this means.  Area 51?


Fri 30 Aug 2013 20:02 We have to figure out a way to get away from being punished by umbrella policies 
created because less professional gov't agencies act stupidly (GSA, etc). The great 
majority at ARL are high-caliber and know better, yet we are punished. Very high-
quality people can leave because of this.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:04
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:40
Wed 4 Sep 2013 03:10
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:14
Tue 27 Aug 2013 19:51







Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:20 �It is unclear if the Lab Demo has been beneficial to ARL.  Has ARL s retention 
rate of high performing personnel or removal of lower level performing personnel 


�changed?  Has ARL s average salary increased over the years of the demo?  Has 
productivity?  Have the number of grievances increased?   For a research 
organization little seems to be known or published about how this experiment has 
worked. 


Perhaps the development of a fair and just judicial system should be considered.  
Although little is known about the details of problems and findings of the current 
grievance resolution system, it seems that in general people are unhappy with the 
procedures, experiences and results.  It may be preferred to take this authority out 
of the internalized lab demo and find an impartial outside party to adjudicate such 
problems. 


Tue 10 Sep 2013 18:46
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:43 test test test test test test 
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:11 The fact that this survery is being done is a good thing.  I think it is a sign that 


WMRD mgt wants to do the right thing for its staff.  I hope the response level is 
high.  I hope the outcome is significant enough to have made it worth the time of 
all the volunteers involved and that it can make ARL a better place to work.  It is 
already  a very good place.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 20:36 Honesty, integrity, and "people first" values are not being valued or rewarded in 
this institution.  We are losing some of our best young people very rapidly in 
response to this, in addition to the enforced low-scoring quotas and the culture of 
favoritism and corruption.


I do not understand this question.  


Fri 23 Aug 2013 14:53
Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:46
Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:17
Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:14
Thu 29 Aug 2013 17:01 glad you sent this survey out.  hope we hear back about it. no
Fri 6 Sep 2013 17:49
Tue 27 Aug 2013 14:15 I had the opportunity to participate in the reconciliation process as an acting 


branch chief.  The experience was invaluable.  I think everyone should have this 
opportunity at some point in their career; if not to participate then at least to 
observe the process.  Perhaps in a different pay pool.


Wed 11 Sep 2013 22:09 Anything that can be done to reduce procedural delays in purchasing, functioning 
of labs (some labs exhibit large drag to small changes, and some are not 
responsive), and non-technical work would help.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:26
Mon 26 Aug 2013 11:51
Thu 5 Sep 2013 23:31 ? ?
Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:35
Fri 30 Aug 2013 11:10
Fri 30 Aug 2013 15:27
Mon 9 Sep 2013 13:17
Thu 29 Aug 2013 16:18 From the administrative side - government employees are needed.  Contractors are 


great for supporting the administrative side but more and more administrative 
tasks are falling on the S&E workforce because administrative contractors either 


 won't or can't do the work.
 
General - "teamwork" needs to be encouraged.  Under the Lab Demo System 
employees are forced to COMPETE with their coworkers for shares.  Position 
descriptions need to be personalized along with objectives.  Not all administrative 
jobs and S&E jobs are the same.







Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:35
Thu 29 Aug 2013 12:16
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:24
Mon 26 Aug 2013 11:11
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:26
Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:41
Tue 3 Sep 2013 20:18 <removed input> Not all researchers make widgets or do tangible science. Some reseachers majoy 


accomplishments could be a new equation, theory, data, or a puzzle piece that will 
eventually become a big picture. The current metrics and pay for performance isn't 
fair to these reseachers. Long term research is just as important, and should be 
addressed.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 14:49 In general, I believe that ARL & WMRD leadership is doing an admirable job in 
 the current climate. 


 
 Areas for improvement:


 1) Career development - both within and external to ARL & DoD.
2) Forums to bring "large Army" needs down to the bench scientist


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:20
Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:39 The architecture of Lab Demo make sense, but how it has been interpreted and 


applied is what fouls it.    The mood is NOT one of, "How can we best support 
and recognize our employees?", but more of "How can I make sure his group 
doesnt get more than my group?".


not at this time


Fri 13 Sep 2013 18:02 a. Under GS, step increase was a big deal; promotion huge; only BCs were GS-
15s; most PhDs only reached GS-14. Current PhDs expect to max DB-3 & become 


�DB-4; don t appreciate non-PhDs with better performance who struggle for a 
 long time to move up the ladder.


�b. Train all when hire to instill a realization of Demo s advantages over GS and 
 over at-least-as-qualified colleagues in other ortgs.


c. Rating element set low for non-supervisors is mgmt/leadership (at 5).  If do 
exceptionally well, scoring system does not provide a way to give proper credit for 


 this element; flaw worth correcting.


Thu 12 Sep 2013 14:04
Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:22
Fri 13 Sep 2013 12:30 Apply sequestration rules pertainig to comp and ot to all ARL employees, 


including senior level employees.
Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:21 Take an honest look, really honest look at which employees: (1) care about 


WMRD & ARL, and (2) who is doing the work.
No.


Mon 9 Sep 2013 16:56 In terms of implementing the existing Lab Demo authorities, pursue more 
effective recruitment strategies for highly qualified candidates from under 
represented groups (such as females and minorities).  More importantly, foster 
and cultivate WMRD diversity once on-board through engaged mentoring.


None at this time.  Have limited knowledge of other Demonstration Projects and 
what potential components could be adopted.


Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:19 Taken an honest look, really honest look at which employees (1) care about 
WMRD & ARL, and (2) who is doing the work.


No.


Tue 27 Aug 2013 12:44







Fri 6 Sep 2013 12:28 I think it is generally a very good system.  It allows a lot of flexibility that is not 
seen in the GS system.  The difficulty of flexibility is that sometimes the outcome 
is not always driven by the results.  One can work very hard, but not get 
recognized, either through pay-for-performance, awards, or other types of 
recognition because they get lost in the crowd - or the supervisor has more to do 
than can be done and the employee gets overlooked.  The good thing about the 
flexibilty is that it allows an employee to take control of their own career much 
better. 


Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:47
Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:08 No comments. Nope.







Date Created   1. What does a people first 
organization mean to you?  


  2. Do you consider ARL a people first 
organization?


3. What could be done to improve our 
  people first nature as an organization?


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:03 An organization that effectively  promotes, encourages, 
mentors, motivates, and holds its employees accountable in a 
meaningful and timely manner.


no, sadly I do not.  I believe that politics and in fighting 
between many levels of this organization hinder us 
significantly.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 18:50 provide a strong support for a self-motivated employee with 
strong motivation to get job done efficiently


yes


Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:14
Thu 5 Sep 2013 19:38 Treat contractors better (only deal with fair contracting 


companies). All of the major contracting companies at ARL 
stopped giving their employees raises last year, which is 
unfair, and ARL should be able to threaten to leave the 
contracts if they don't improve the conditions for their 
employees 


Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:19 It doesn't mean "management first." No. Listening to your people.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:57
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:18
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:19
Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:01 organization makes every effort to help employees  achieve 


their career goals to enhance employees productivity 
Yes, ARL is a "people first" organization I think ARL is already doing a very good job and I don't 


know if I can think of  how to improve it.


Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:00
Thu 5 Sep 2013 19:58 Funds are separated into two pots: one for personnel 


expenses and one for operational/research expenses. 
Anonymous, voluntary feedback opportunities. A two-way 
evaluation process, subordinates should be able to put forth 
evaluations to their superiors' superiors of their superior. 
Telework and other procedures are simplified/enabled. It is 
understood that performance derives from the employee's 
working conditions.


No.  a) Make telework less of a pain to execute
 b) Include employee evaluations of superiors


 c) Trust your employees' expertise
d) Review actual performance by comparing goals/objectives 
to implementations and results instead of meaningless 
statistics.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 19:38
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:46 No
Fri 30 Aug 2013 12:40 everyone has the same opportunity to succeed yes
Wed 28 Aug 2013 12:42  that people are more important than anything we do! 


this certainy does not apply to my work group!
IN general,Yes. My customers and contacts within the 
organization are very respectfull and courteous which makes 
the workplace pleasant and rewarding. However within my 
small workgroup there is discord, criticism and a general 
cloud over the group.


continue to focus on it. get people out of leadership who 
don't get it!


Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:32 It means working together as a team for a common goal 
which in our particular case is for the most important 
"people" our soldiers.  The soldiers are MY people.  I want 
the best for them and put them first.  Even when the CASE 
program kicked me in the teeth (which it did for more than a 
few years) and my morale went down, I never ever came 
close to losing my motivation.  It ultimately is about them 
and not me.


Predominantly yes but we sometimes stray and lose site of 
what is really important from time to time.  (If you need to 
ask "what" is really important then you may be "straying".)


We need to get more "green suiters" (actual soldiers) back 
into our organization.  A couple of our best engineers and 
scientists originally came to us as green suiters.  We don't do 
this nearly enough these days.  As an added bonus, in 
addition to their work ethic and perspective they are "cheap 
to keep" from an overhead perspective.  (WIN WIN 
Situation)  The USMC refers to their civilian workers at their 
depots as fellow Marines fostering a climate of greater 
cooperation and caring between the civilians and the 
Marines.  I think this could work for our Soldiers.  Please 
consider this.  







Fri 30 Aug 2013 12:10 Management cares about the well-being of the employee and 
ensures the workload does not provide excessive stresses


No More positive feedback.  Seeing upper management take 
stronger interest in research efforts


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:55 Good work environment, supervisors concerned about 
personal well being of employees, having a little fun on 
occasion.


It is close, but needs some work. More "people" programs, like exercise, sports, intellectual 
hubs, programs to enhance commuting or teleworking (not 
in favor of all telework but some is good), rewards for hard 
work, being appreciated, trust.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:32 Nothing.  This question is too vague.  It sounds like the old 
"quality first", etc


No.  It is a "bureaucracy first" organization. I don't know what you mean by "people first".


Tue 27 Aug 2013 20:01 I don't know. I don't know. I don't know.
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:36
Fri 6 Sep 2013 15:04 People before product, profit, and programs. Yes, generally
Tue 3 Sep 2013 15:39 A recognition that the success of the organization is 


dependent on the satisfaction of the employees
yes Make success focussed on the group, rather than the 


individual.  Reduce emphaiss on bringing in funding, and 
increase emphasis on being involved in important and 
successful projects.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:34 The needs of the employees are more important than those 
of the customers or other outside entities.


No - they don't have enough control, since many decisions 
made by Congress affect us, and we have no recourse to 
change that influence


Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:36 Polical lip service. What does that even mean?
Tue 3 Sep 2013 15:52  Catch phrase, looks good on a viewgraph.


 Does not mean anything 
What? Don't have a clue what it means, so how can you improve it?


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:12 People first means the organization realizes its people are the 
core and the better you treat them the better the whole 
organization performs.


No, is more a modified academic concept where self 
promotion dictates your potential for advancement and those 
who bring in funding get the attention of managment.


Let people do their job.  Too much oversight by people who 
seem to have too much time on their hands who do not guide 
them well and are themselves burndened by well meaning 
but useless requirements.  Define what is important to the 
core values and clear the rest of the interfering time killing 
busy work and over burden from the workforce.  


Wed 11 Sep 2013 21:26 A focus on workforce development No A broader range of opportunities, more of a sense of 
"community" within the organization


Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:14
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:51 Proper balance between individual needs and organizational 


needs
in general, no Move away from "beat down" culture towards more positive 


 culture
Take advantage of advanced technology to allow more 
options to employees regarding remote work options


Mon 9 Sep 2013 19:14 Not enough room here.  Read "Winners Never Cheat" by Jon 
 Huntsman.


No. - Foster teamwork, unity, and loyalty.  Listen to "people" 
 and then lead.


- Show that we are people first.  Why did we spend money 
on the TAB when furloughing employees? Why did we 
spend money on a birthday celebration for the Army while 
furloughing employees?  We're quick to cancel things like 
travel because of appearances (making employee jobs more 
difficult) but when it comes to cancelling the Army birthday 


 party or the TAB.......   Why did we furlough employees?
- When employees make good suggestions, act on them, 
even if it is difficult.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 17:48 Get rid of the DB03 pay band ceiling and make it easier for 
people to be promoted based on their performance.







Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:20 means the management respects and provides for it's 
employees


not really Not sure


Tue 27 Aug 2013 15:23 Treat people with respect and understand that family should 
always come first.  


No Not only are people getting side tracked on what they want 
and were highered to do to handle more adminstrative work, 
but doing most of these other taks have become too time 
consuming.  Everything from placing orders to writing 
accomplishments to CASE packages, take way too much 
time.  Training just keeps growing, and just not enough time 
in the day to handle these workloads.  


Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:23 People is the most valued resource. And if thats truly 
honored, management will make every effort to recognize, 
reward and honor people. The work environment will be 
open and honest and stimulating. Innovation and teamwork 
will be encouraged. "People" doesn't just mean the superstar 
of the day but wanting to maximaize the contribution of 
everyone. This does not happen in closed, competitve 
workplaces. In my view ARL is not "people first" but 
"funding first" and "metrics first". Many employees here do 
not trust management.


No. As in 1st question. I see ARL as "funding 1st", "metrics 
 1st". 


The PersDemo as it is currently managed is not a people first 
concept.


Encourage and reward people for working together via 
teamwork. Don't rack and stack peoples hardwork in the 
rating process that actually demeans "successful" 
performance. This causes stress which is not "people first". 
The ratings process is too subjective and depending on too 
many factors (i.e. opportunities provided to some but not 
others, composition of expertise in a branch, raters with little 
to no training to be supervisors, acting positions) to have a 
high stakes monetary pay out. People should want to come 
to work each day, HAVE GOOD LEADERSHIP,  and know 
they will be rewarded. 


Fri 30 Aug 2013 16:14 People first is very important but we must have a balance in 
order to accomplish the mission.  I have been with ARL for 
over 20 years and I think implementing the telework 
program is a big step in the right direction- as long as it is 
not abused.  


somewhat. Currently I have no complaints.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 19:20
Thu 29 Aug 2013 14:01 People First organization to me means considering the 


feelings of individuals first. But, in the Army sense, if you 
are considering the war fighter as the "first people", then 
those of us supporting the war fighter are going to have to 
make sacrifices that wouldn't neccessarily put us first.


Yes, but not equally to all


Fri 23 Aug 2013 12:59 Nothing, since we may say it, but we don't do it. No. I consider ARL a mildly technically competent 
organization full of good people trying to do what they have 
been assigned by overworked, managerially incompetent and 
abrasive first-line supervisors.


 Pick supervisors who have people skills.
Pick supervisors who have self-confidence and don't have to 


 punish employees to show them who is the boss.
Pick supervisors who have ranizational skills and can set 
objectives and have the time and knowledge to follow 


 through on what is expected.
Pick supervisors who wish to help people, not just show up 
and do what is in front of them. This behavior is due to 
chronic stress avoidance due to being beaten into submission 
by administrative systems and constraints that make no 
rational sense in either process or end product.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 21:50 catch phrase no Spell out what you mean by "people first." Nebulous term 
used by too many, and in reality it is just a line on a power 
point.


Wed 28 Aug 2013 12:49







Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:11
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:41 Where the needs of the employees is paramount. No. Listen to your employees, fight more to get funding, reduce 


time wasting processes.  When everyone complains about 
something and we are told "too bad, <removed word>  it 
up, nothing we can do" this is not "people first."


Fri 30 Aug 2013 14:09 No
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:58 That people form the backbone of the organization and that 


their well-being, development, and work-life environment 
should be considered during policy and regulatory mandates 
within the organization


Yes, but not in a balanced form. There are some inequalities 
between the administrative, management, technical support 
and S&E positions and between branches, divisions, and 


 directorates.
 
A people first organization also needs to stress the 
responsibilities and expectations that come with the rights 
and freedoms of such an organization.


Have to think about this more


Fri 30 Aug 2013 17:14 not like it use to be
Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:36 not sure no; Soldier first, taxpayer second not sure
Tue 27 Aug 2013 16:11 empty words no
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:28 nothing absolutely not quit trying to define your organization with corporate double 


speak such as "people first"
Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:21 People first. Not CERTAIN people first! NO. Certain people do come first, but by no means do all 


people come first!
Good question.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 10:30 The people are the best resource any organization has.  Treat 
them right and keep them safe!


Yes, for the most part! Golden Rule:  Do unto others as you would have done to 
 you.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 17:56 People are the most important asset. Yes. 
Tue 27 Aug 2013 15:03 Never gave it much thought.  Don't want to now.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:41 No Ensure that all available programs (e.g., telework, wellness, 


credit hours, etc.) are available to all employees and not 
"diminished" (not allowed) by branch chiefs and division 
chiefs.


Tue 3 Sep 2013 16:20 That personal growth, opportunity and work environment 
are considered just as important as fulfilling technical 
mission requirements. 


Yes, in that there are many opportunities for personal 
growth and management has, in my experience, been very 
supportive of these activities. In addition MMSD at least has 
a unique workforce that is people first from bottom up as 
well - employees do not compete (even though according to 
the PFP curve they should), they support each other in 
moving out of ruts or moving on to better jobs (even if they 
are a critical member of your team) and I have noted time 
and again that cross-organization collaborations are natural 
and frequent at the bench, though they often fail by 


 territorial managers.
 


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:09 Managment considering the morale of the workforce first.  
Trusting employees to make the correct decisions and 
therfore improving ARL from the ground up by having a 
workforce that want to be in ARL.  Encouraging 
personal/professional growth in a way that will enhance 
ARL.


No.  Partially due to previous leadership mentality, but 
mostly due to the restrictions in place due to sequestration.  
Once sequestration is lifted I believe managment's mentality 
can be shifted to "people first".


Replace Pay For Perfrmance's evaluations.







Tue 10 Sep 2013 14:02 just that no
Mon 26 Aug 2013 19:42 This is a soldier 1st organization and we should never forget 


it. When we focus our efforts on the end user ,I  think the 
people within benefit.


we could have more interaction with the soldiers to 
appreciate what sacrifice is and stop worrying about putting 
ourselves 1st in what we do. we are supposed to be servants 
and too often we are only looking at how we can personally 
benefit from what we do


Mon 9 Sep 2013 11:32 staff comes first no Improved mentorship and face to face organizational 
communication


Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:21 An organization that recognizes its success lies with its 
human capital, the bench-level workers.  It should 
proactively strive to keep employee morale high; recognize 
and accomodate the needs employees have to maintain 
balance between worklife and homelife; provide 
opportunities to keep meaningful training up to date; and 
provide for professional development and career 
advancement.


Somewhat.  Work-life programs are good.  Professional 
development - especially ability to do conference travel - has 
degraded over the past decade.  Promotion process is 
difficult.  A lot of the challenges ARL faces to be a "people-
first" organization stem from external influences, like 
sequester.  I appreciate the weekly message from Dr. Russell 
to the workforce.


Minimize adminstrative push-down to the branches.  
Expedite filling of supervisory vacancies with permanent 
branch chiefs and other supervisors.  Always relieve the ash 
and trash burden from the bench level researchers.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:50 Management cares about the success of their people and 
trusts their people to be professional and do the right thing.


Sometimes Reduce the micromanaging that goes on with funding and 
the numerous administrative tasks.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:05 employee quality of life valued over bureaucratic 
convienence


not always improve communication so decisions by upper management 
don't seem so arbitrary (e.g. don't re-organize branches 
seemingly just to evenly distribute personnel and money and 
ignore the impact on individual employees, don't move 
cubicles to the other side of post away from the research 
laboratories and claim it's a good thing) 


Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:22 An organization that is focused on performing their mission 
to the best of their ability and this means creating a work 
environment that enables people to do their best work by 
providing them with the organizational structure, personal 
support, and means to do so.


As I've defined it, I'm sure there are isolated pockets within 
ARL where this may be somewhat true.  As for ARL as a 
whole, it is more difficult to say.  I don't believe that it is 
universal, or at least does not advertise itself in this manner.


Managers from the very top to the very bottom must believe 
in this concept.  In this respect, managers need to be leaders 
and not just people managing their careers.  Again, for those 
managers who are leaders, hats off to you (and I know 
some).  As for the rest, you need to move up and out and be 
replaced with true leaders who understand this concept.  I 
know it is more complicated than this, but I believe it starts 
with having managers who are devoted to this organization 
and what this organization does for the Army.  Note, 
organization means people.


Wed 4 Sep 2013 17:51 I'm not sure. yes.
Fri 6 Sep 2013 15:28 Our jobs and functions are what we do though the root of 


that effort and energy are people whom have families, 
friends and other interest. Hence, all efforts is to create an 
enviroment that supports creativity, innovation and 
eliminates stress in the work place.


NO! and more recently heck no. Review how we hire and promote our management team. 
Many folks are fine supervisors though terrible leaders. Have 
leaders in our mangement and you have people respond 
postively to that environment.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:01 The employees receive resources (information and 
equipment) to perform the tasks 


Yes


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:10
Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:51 Staff are treated with dignity and respect. No. Eliminate unnecessary, self-imposed bureaucracy and 


regulations.
Fri 30 Aug 2013 10:38 everyone matters yes and no
Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:26 An employee's personal well-being is important. No







Tue 10 Sep 2013 16:41 Control for most decisions should be held by the individual.  
People should be held accountable for their decisions (good 
and bad).   As an example, there should be no approval for 
telework forms because telework should simply be allowed 
unless the supervisor revokes it due to poor performance, 
unresponsiveness, etc.


No.  ARL is built on a military model.  Chain of command - 
need I say more (in fact, I had never heard that phrase before 
coming to ARL)?  Work schedule is defined as no earlier 
than 0630 start and no later end than 1800-Why?  The 
individual is not trusted in this organization.  For example, 
one person in the Army does something wrong, we are all 
not trusted and are forced to do a training on that subject.  
As an ecample, all BCs needed to train their employees 
about ethics in publishing. Lastly, how can any organization 
be considered people first without an HR department? 


Telework is automatic.  Work schedule should be far more 
flexible.  Need an HR department.  All employees should be 
given orientation of how things work at ARL, not just a tour 
of select labs. Forms should be required to restrict, rather 
than allow an action.  Trust the researcher to decide on 
travel instead of requiring levels of approval that quite 
frankly don't have the basis to make the decision.  Maybe 
management should set aside a set dollar amount per 
individual (does not need to be the same per person in a 
branch) for travel.  Approvals only required for funds in 
excess of that amt. 


Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:00 Not sure, but I assume an organization which values its 
employees


yes I do not know


Mon 26 Aug 2013 16:29 For ARL it means two things.  People first is who we serve, 
the soldier.  All the efforts of our work go into improving 
their ability to perform their duties at the highest level of 
efficiency possible.  Secondly, it's the people within ARL.  
The employees that perform the research are not soulless 
robots performing tasks and working towards the collective 
goal of improving the Army's capabilities.  The employees 
are people too and need appropriate levels of 
encouragement, resources, flexibility, and rewards for the 
tasks they perform.


For the most part, yes.  The vast majority have their eyes on 
the goal of improving solider effectiveness.  And the 
workforce is generally given the opportunity to succeed in 
their respective areas of research.  There are always some 
exceptions to the rule, but for the most part a positive 
environment to foster success exists at ARL.


Constantly monitor the employees abilities to perform 
quality work, whether it be funding, equipment, employees, 
or the area of work in which they are engaged.   Good 
morale will breed good production.   Solicit feedback from 
employees in key areas to ensure their research needs are 
being met.  Ensure employees have enough information on a 
specific process they may be interested in whether it be 
promotion opportunities, research opportunities outside the 
organization, or some other aspect of employment.


Tue 10 Sep 2013 18:17 Yes, for the most part.
Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:06 An organization that stands behind an employee whenever 


possible.  Ability to bend the rules when appropriate for the 
benefit of the employee.


Sometimes.  Depends on the managers. Empower employees to do their jobs.  Don't beat them up for 
making honest mistakes.  As much as possible, reduce time 


 sinks like on-line training and e-mail taskers.
 


Mon 9 Sep 2013 10:25 No
Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:41 Fatuous, meaningless feel-good <word removed>  to be 


included in a mission statement, along with "employee 
empowerment."  Reality is often opposite when you see this.


I noticed early in my career that the Army placed more 
emphasis on equipment than people.  I haven't seen that 
change.  And how can an Army element be "people first" 
when one of the Army values is "selfless service?"  There's 
some serious contradictions there.  What is it, people first or 


 Army first?
 
That said, if you're good at what you do, they cut you a lot of 
slack.


I really don't know what is meant by your use of the phrase 
"people first," exactly.  "Family friendly" I get.  How about 
anything to reduce the amount of adversarial relationships 
and conflict between S&Es and S&Es, supervisors and non-
supervisors, branches and branches, divisions and divisions, 
etc.  Reminds me of one of my rhetorical questions:  "What 
Army are you in?"


Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:29
Fri 6 Sep 2013 14:56 Management needs to be more tranparent and less political 


with their decision making in all areas.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 17:39
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:57 Employee and their families interests are respected and the 


organization works because of those people.
No.  We talk like we do but it is not part of our culture Starts at the top.  Leaders and supervisors on down need to 


instill the message.







Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:41 That an organization will actively promote the welfare of its 
members. "People first" indicates the interest is in its 
members and may support its members even though that 
support may not directly support the organizations mission 
at all times.


I would consider ARL a "people first" organization about 
half the time. The other half time is mission first.


Encourage more interaction of the people, through semi-
 social/research events.


Encourage more interaction with the scientific community at 
 large.


Maintain the recreation facilites and encourage their use 
(mow lawns, etc)- coming into a run down looking facility is 
somewhat depressing. 


Tue 27 Aug 2013 20:01 An organization where the management values the time of 
their employees.  The role of a supervisor/manager is to 
enable their employees to accomplish their goals while 
reducing burdens from above, and can provide clear 
guidance for both local and global goals of the organization.  
This also means that they seek to unburdun their employees 
by providing sufficient support for the desired activities (e.g. 
maintainence contracts for organization resources, clear 
guidance on performance expectations, more rapid 
purchasing and quicker turn-around on contracts).


I consider ARL a highly reactive organization that barely 
keeps it's stuff together.  It's tough to be "people first" when 
you are always being acted upon as an organization.  ARL 
spends too much time asking people to justify what they're 
doing, rather than making judicious choices for program 
selection and then enabling people to execute on those 
programs.


Provide a clear strategic vision for organization goals, and 
allow the subordinate groups to develop programs to support 
the vision.  As budgets shrink, careful consideration must be 
given to how program re-shaping will be implemented and 
personnel will be re-tasked.  As the focus for people shifts 
with changing objectives, these realities need to be 
considered for ratings as well.


Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:55 Employees are taken care by the management. To some extent.
Tue 3 Sep 2013 12:07 nothing no
Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:28
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:10
Fri 6 Sep 2013 11:55 That we consider the impact on people in the tasks that we 


assign.  We all have a job to do, but getting the job done 
should not come at the expense of people being able to live 
their lives.  While furlough was painful from a pay-cut 
standpoint, it was beneficial in reorienting the organization 
at the highest level that a full day does not mean 10 hours in 
the office with regualr checks of the BB at night.  My stress 
level was greatly reduced by working only 8 hrs/day as did 
my boss and it was OK to only get done what could be done 
in that period as opposed to having to do whatever it takes. 


Not really, but I attribute part of that to being a government 
agency.  Folks tend to look longingly at the perks that a 
Google or other Fortune 500 companies have and it isn't 
realistic to beleif that we can replicate those things at the 
expense of taxpayer dollars.


There needs to be more informal opportunities to gather.  
This does not mean just having cookouts or parties, but 
locations where people can gather and get to know each 
other personnaly as well as learn more about what they 
doing professionally.  ALC's cafeteria is a great example 
where folks can relax and talk professionally or inquire 
about what sonething did at home the night before.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 12:49 it means that the employees are made aware of how 
decisions are made within the org. 


no.  we are not made aware of how decisions are made.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 15:10 When making a decision, with all things equal the decision 
is made that benefits the employee as far as safety, health 
and economics. 


Yes, however, we need to have more people enrichment 
programs with information that the employee can use here at 
work and at home for a safer life. 


 We need to have more people enrichment programs with 
information that the employee can use here at work and at 
home for a safer life. This will go a long way in supporting a 
people first culture.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:16 I have no idea what this means.  I think we should be 
mission first (that is why we spend 40 hours a week of our 
time and effort).  While I feel that we should be respectful 
and considerate to the needs of employees and their families, 
that is not the primary reason ARL exists, and I think the 
"people first" motto is confusing and misleading if people 
read it for what it is.


In the context of my previous comment, I don't think we 
should be "people first" as it is not our primary mission.  
However, if this question is asking do we treat employees 
well, I'd say we're in the middle.  While we don't ask people 
to work crazy hours like in industry (a positive), we also 
mess up on a lot of human factors.  I work in a cube in a 
remote part of APG with little facility for human interaction 
throughout the day.  In addition, my whole floor has two 
small windows, and the lack of natural sunlight has been 
shown to have harmful health effects as well as work 
performance


1.  Management should respect all levels of worker in their 
interactions. I feel very angry when people are on 
blackberries when someone is presenting or when meetings 
are cancelled a multitude of times. If management claims 
that their schedules are being adjusted by their uppers, they 
should have the backbone to say "No, I have a meeting 
scheduled with my people for that date. I can't make your 


 meeting."
2.  Human factors.  The fact that I don't have a table to have 
lunch with coworkers, and yet I work too far from 
restaurants off post to meet is a problem. Don't have 
windows in our workplace







Wed 28 Aug 2013 13:18 UPPER MANAGEMENT IS LOOKING OUT FOR ITS 
EMPLOYEES.


POSSIBLY MORE TRANSPARENCY


Fri 23 Aug 2013 17:34 Management appropriately balances the needs of the 
employees with the needs of the organization, prioritizing the 
employee needs when at all possible.


No. Empower supervisors.  Streamline processes and improve / 
increase opportunities for recognition, professional 
development, etc.  Make substantial and meaningful changes 
to pay-for-performance system.  Improve acceptance and use 
of work-life policies such that application is more uniform 
across the organization.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 19:48 Employees are not just a number. Take care of them and 
they will take care of you.


My branch is all I can speak for, Yes.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:13 An organization that emphasizes the 
satisfaction/happiness/well-being of its workers.


No.


Thu 29 Aug 2013 12:13 It means that leadership/supervisors at all levels realize that 
they need to mentor, empower and actually work for,  those 
that they supervise, i.e. "their people" first and foremost and 
not entirely focused on their own career management.  


Overall, no, but small "people first" groups exist within 
ARL.


Stop rewarding the "me first" behavior.  Consider awards 
(decided at the Division level) that acknowledges people 
who conduct themsleves in this way noting that a metric 
may be difficult to assign.


Wed 4 Sep 2013 12:04 Put the needs and concerns of the people ahead of servicing 
the machine.


Usually. Some days are less satisfactory than others. I'm not sure.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 17:52 To me that means that the organization cares about its 
workforce, and believes that a happy worker is an effective 
worker.


No, not at all actually. In fact, this is the least "people first" 
organization that I've ever worked for.


This survey is a good start. I also think that first-line 
supervisors need to be encouraged to support their workers 
and to change their dialogue regarding research is #1 versus 
the people are #1. 


Fri 23 Aug 2013 22:14 for ARL and WMRD this phrase is defined by actions and 
has been demonstrated to mean " manangers first and S&Es 
really do not count much"


Absolutly not! Management must first realized that the people (S&Es) of 
the organization are the most important part of the 
organization.  ARL is a very Hierarchical  organization, with 
the feeling that the lab folks are not fully appreciated. An 
example is that ones educational degree status or 
professional title seems to be more important than the work 
that is performed by an individual.  For example excellent 
science appears to be  of less value that a persons title or 
their degree status.  This caused poor moral and needs to be 
changed.  


Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:06 putting your employee before money sometimes management working more closely with engineers
Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:10 <removed word> Bottom line, I think the mission takes priority over people. I think ARL treats its employees extremely well.


Wed 4 Sep 2013 18:52 making the system benefit and motivate employees yes Division chiefs promise town halls when first taking office 
but then seldom followup.  Employees need to hear from the 
Div. Chief more.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:34 To empower people to do their jobs.  No. Research is a 24x7 effort. Allow employees more flexibilty 
to perform jobs. More flexible hours and telework would 
help.


Wed 11 Sep 2013 20:21 The organization tries to be trendy and fashionable but is not 
up on the latest management styles.


As long as the poeple are in the DA HQ.


Fri 6 Sep 2013 18:23 Not sure. No. Buld people up versus tearing them down.  We are a very 
critical organization and beat down those that want to take 
risk or be different.  


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:06 A focus on the employee yes
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:09 an organization that values human resources above all. Yes, in terms of safety. Yes mostly, except for certain 


individuals who disrespect their subordinates or colleagues 
on a regular basis.







Mon 9 Sep 2013 11:46 people and their happiness and job satisfaction, not work or 
projects, should be the focus of the organization.


sometimes more transparency in how ratings, award selection, merit 
 promotions work


 more career development opportunities
more resources in general for career and personal 
development


Thu 5 Sep 2013 17:33 Employees are taken into account whenever decisions are 
being made.


Mildly. Pay some attention and give recognition to the folks that 
make things happen every day, and not just pay attention to 
the technically elite.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 18:34 Every decision made has to put people first.  We are 
establsihing joint relationships w/ our employees.  We ask 
them to fulfill a special mission for the Army and to do it in 
certain ways (safe, secure, ethical, ...).  In return we need to 
understand what drives and motivates them and work to 
provide them with those items, seeking additional resources, 


 authorities, waivers where required.
 We need to think about trust, and what that really means.


Also, one size does not fit all.  Let people have fredom to 
innovate.  Innovation should be a culture throughout the lab, 
not confined to the science


It is moving in a positive direction Look at answer 1.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:06 One that does not privitize it's workforce. Yes
Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:30 Upper management is concern with employee and customers 


perception of how the organization is performing.
No Have better coordination of how upper management and 1st 


line supervisors communicated the organization 
goals/objectives match to what we (employees) can do and 
still meet our performance requirements.


Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:23 Nice thought. We could get there. Show that you value people more.
Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:21 A management chain that puts the welfare of it's people over 


the mission.
NO Why would you do that?  People first is not synergistic with 


our mission.
Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:55 An organization which looks at the interest of its personnel 


before anything else.
Yes.


Wed 11 Sep 2013 22:39 It means that the organization values its employees as people 
rather than stats.  In a perfect situation, this means that the 
people value the organization as much. 


I think ARL does a good job at being a people first 
organization. Unfortunately, I think a lot of people take 
advantage of that.


Clearly define what "people first" means. To me it means, 
ARL will do whatever it can to help you balance a rewarding 
career and a healthy family life while staying focus on the 


 mission that must be done. 
 
I was disappointed to see what I thought was a lack of pride 
for our work during the sequester.  Too many people were 
interested in taking advantage of the situation.  I don't think 
they realize how good they have it.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 13:52 ARL is all-in-all better than most other organizations that I 
have worked..."most" employees feel worthwhile and their 
work is important and rewarded.


yes not sure...leave that to management listening to their people's 
concerns or comments as in these surveys.


Wed 4 Sep 2013 12:31 Honest and believable recognition by management at all 
levels that it is the people that give value to the organization. 
The higher the level of management, the more important it is 
that this recognition be frequent, sincere, and widespread. 
Dr Russell's weekly notes and his attitude and presention are 
a great start in the right direction. Those between him and 
me could learn much.


Sort of. There is so much that could be made more explicit. 
Personal contact with employees including knowledge of 
their work is so valuable to employees. (From Division 
Chiefs and Directors, in particular.)


Get management out of the office and into the work areas 
more frequently. Talk and listen.







Tue 27 Aug 2013 14:18 That the people are the backbone of the organization, and by 
taking care of the people, they will give their best.


Yes and no. There are lots of work-life programs to 
accommodate the needs and circumstances of people. On the 
other hand, following the contractor ethics guidelines means 
treating many of our colleagues like outsiders in normal 
personal interactions. They can't contribute to a retirement 
gift for someone they worked with for decades, they can't 
invite us to dinner or even drive us when going out to lunch 
together. There is so much concern about abuse that strict 
regulations were created that threw out the baby with the 
bathwater.


Have heat in the building when needed so we don't have to 
 sit in sub-60 degree offices before the heat is turned on. 


Have air conditioning when it gets hot so we don't have to sit 
in near 90 degree offices for 2 weeks prior to turning on air 


 conditioining.
Readily available office supplies so I don't have to get 
permission to go to Office Eagle to get replacements for my 


 dried-out markers.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:56 A meaningless slogan I have no idea Reply more on direct personnel interactions and less on 
slogans. 


Mon 26 Aug 2013 18:38
Thu 22 Aug 2013 20:30 Means that the organization values it empolyees more than 


anything else.
NO management should walk around and talk to people to see 


what is happening in his or her group and if there are 
problems get them fixed.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 14:53
Mon 26 Aug 2013 18:18 Sounds like an organization that values people over other 


things.  Could be good in some ways, perhaps an emphasis 
on personal development, flexible schedules, etc..  Could be 
bad in other ways - inability to fire someone, everyone gets a 
bonus regardless of merit, etc.


ARL definitely has some of the negative characteristics of 
"people first", per my definition in #1.  I would not go so far 
as saying that ARL supports its personnel very well, 
however.


Provide better personal development, more honest appraisal 
and rewards, pay for professional organization 
memberships, reinstate travel if possible or actively work to 
compensate for the lack of travel.  Support us in ways that 
are meaningful, that help us improve in the long term.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 20:02  - Trust your employees, they get the benefit of the doubt
- Umbrella Army policy and rules should be bent to support 


 the employee
 


I think it is getting there, the only change has been an 
increase in accepting telework. 


- More flexibility with approval for use/accrual of credit 
hours. We simply cant predict when we need to stay late on 
a particular day where credit hours is accrued. Currently rule 
is that is has to be approved beforehand. What happens if Im 
supercharged Monday morning and want to get in early. Oh, 
but I cant use it as credit hours because I needed to predict 
that and get approval last week. It greatly decreases the 
usefulness of credit hours.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:04
Thu 22 Aug 2013 18:40
Wed 4 Sep 2013 03:10 Not over-stepping the OPM guidance for furloughs and 


limiting the options for accepting the furlough hours.  The 
furlough hours already took cash out of employees pockets 
and it should have been viewed as a liberal-leave policy, per 
OPM guidance.  Management was weak on support on this 
issue.


Yes and no.  Within teams, branches, and maybe division 
level, at a tighter unit level.  The transition seems to get lost 
between the lower and upper corporate ranks.


Big picture, is this really an ARL unique issue?  This seem 
more systemic of society in general....


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:14
Tue 27 Aug 2013 19:51
Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:20 A "people first" organization respects and cares about its 


employees as people.
No.  It is infamous for treating its people poorly. A complete culture change is required.  There is little respect 


shown to people in general.  There are uncalled for 
significant hierarchical levels of respect provided by ARL.  


 Messengers of problems within ARL are treated as the true 
 problems and subduing them over rides fair investigations 


into the reported problems.  Fixing this requires ARL to 
become open and honest with everyone. 


Tue 10 Sep 2013 18:46 The needs and concerns of the individual are taken into 
account and respected.


Sometimes. More cooperative working groups.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 12:43 test test test test test test test







Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:11 a- management doesn't think folks who telework are trying 
 to cheat the system.


b- if I have to leave early to take care of a family issue, I will 
be trusted to make up the time and fulfill my professional 


 responsibilities
c- management will be straight with me about things that 


 affect my present and future situation
d- management will help me do the job i want to do.  It will 


 make sure we have the safety and security we need.
I generally have a very favorable about my experience at 
ARL.  It has been "people first" for me.


 for me...yes.
 
I know the same is not  true for all.  It depends primarily on 
your direct supervisor and his or her level of trust in the 
staff, and in his/her committment to reduce the burdon on 
staff so they can best to the work they have been educated to 
do  and WANT to do.


Management needs to trust the workforce and needs to be 
 honest with the workforce.


 
This happening is hit/miss in ARL.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 20:36 It means absolutely nothing until you put positive actions 
behind the words.  Lip service and emotional-trigger-words 
mean nothing.  What I would *like* it to mean is a totally 
revamped culture for ARL in which honesty and 
communication thrive, risk is valued, and above all 
RESPECT is shown to/between employees.  This cannot 
occur with one person, it has to be insistent culture change 
driven from the top down.  


Honest answer:  NOT FOR A SECOND.  But I hope for it.  It has to come from the top-down in a powerful and enforced 
manner.  E.g. morale ratings would have to tie in to 
supervisory ratings.  E.g. the selection and promotion 
process has to insist upon "people first" behaviors from 
potential candidates.  The thoughts and words have to have 
some sort of actuation and process behind them, as well as 
leadership by example.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 14:53 Employees are valued and the organization is loyal to it's 
employees.


In some directorates and branches.  It is inconsistent across 
ARL and dependent upon supervisors & management.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 13:46 An organization that recognizes that it is the people 
underneath upper management that execute the activities 
that establish the stature and success of an organization 
AND, therefore, implements a process to best enable those 
activities, reward quality work, and ease the burden of 
unproductive tasks that erode morale, increase frustration, 
and distract from the accomplishment of an individuals job 
mission.


No.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 13:17 yes
Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:14 An organization that subcribes to the belief and commitment 


that investing in the people, by supporting, mentoring, and 
developing them, is a wise strategy which will benefit the 
mission and organization far more in the end.


Yes, I really do.


Thu 29 Aug 2013 17:01 Respect.  We are all different.  How can ARL create an 
environment that capitalizes on those difference instead of 
rigid conformance to bland doctrine.  Not eveyone has to do 
"science" or "modeling."  Some are good at inventing, others 
technology application.  Play to people's strengths.


yes, more or less.  it is well intentioned and does try to be 
sensitive within reason.


Empower people to say "no" to SOME absurd information 
calls and requests and suspenses.  Less middle management.  
Bench level engineers should not have to repackage (or 
present) the same data for 20 different purposes or people - 
those actions can be done in a more self-serve/access way.


Fri 6 Sep 2013 17:49 people first? yes







Tue 27 Aug 2013 14:15 The contentment of the employee (i.e. keeping them 
motivated, happy, healthy and family first) is as important to 
the organization as the productivity.  Typically a content 
employee will lead to better productivity.


No.  It all seems to be about the bottom line.  However, it 
does appear to depend somewhat on first-line supervisor.  
Unfortunately, it sometimes feels that a more flexible 
supervisor that puts "people first" is also bending the rules 
more than they should be.  The glass ceiling at ARL isn't 
based on race or gender.  It's based on whether your family 
takes a back seat to your work or not.  At least that is my 
perception.


Wellness programs, making it easier to earn comp time 
when there is work to do (including working 
holidays/weekends, if applicable, even if the work is not time 
sensitive) to allow time to be taken when it's needed.  This is 
especially true for religious comp time.


Wed 11 Sep 2013 22:09 Accomodating individual needs as much as possible without 
sacrifycing organizational goals.


Yes


Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:26 The organization's people (employees) are important and 
emphasis is placed on their professional career development.  
People are equally as important as the mission.


No.  Across the board encouragment for all employess.  
Revising and fixing the pay for performance and CASE 


 processes.  
Managers who pecifically enabling employees with little 
funding by helping them find programs, funding, generate 
ideas, etc.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 11:51 Fair and equitable development, opportunity, treatment and 
reward of employees based on real contribution to the 
productivity of the organization.


NO End current repressive pay for performance practices, restore 
annual cost of living increases, even if small, end favoritism 
and bias in career advancement and opportunity.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 23:31 have not thought about it before some people seem to be in a first people catagory ?
Fri 23 Aug 2013 15:35  Nothing!  These are just words.


Fri 30 Aug 2013 11:10 I think it depends on the people.  Again, the same people are 
chosen to lead various missions even if they are poor 
managers or are not people friendly.  It's always the same 
old click that gets the creidt and gains the laurals.


NO


Fri 30 Aug 2013 15:27
Mon 9 Sep 2013 13:17 Nothing.  Pure "Rah Rah" BS. no
Thu 29 Aug 2013 16:18 Know your employees !!   Know what challenges they face 


both in and out of the workplace.  Support them when they 
ask for help whether it be in or out of the workplace.  If a 
person is happy with their workplace they will do everything 
in their power to do the best job possible.  People want to 
feel good about themselves.


I believe our new ARL Director is a "people first" manager 
and he is doing everything he can to change the way ARL 
management has been operating over the years.   I believe 
the management that was in place upon his arrival is trying 
but this is not something that can be taught.  You either 
truly care about people or you don't.  Most employees feel as 
if they are just a person taking up a slot and management 
could care less who is doing the job as long as it is getting 
done.


First and foremost all supervisors should be getting trained 
on how to be a supervisor both managing PEOPLE and 
programs.  Start utilizing and supporting the use of the 
wellness program available (OPM site).  Management needs 
to stop just "checking the box" and start looking at what they 
are asking of their employees.


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:35
Thu 29 Aug 2013 12:16 Care about your workers first no encourage non-work related activities. allow telework 


regularly, treat postdoc and contractors respectfully, 
Fri 6 Sep 2013 19:24 Employee development is a critical performance criteria for 


how management is evaluated.
No, I consider it a soldier first organization.  The soldiers are 
the customer and top priority in our work.


Mon 26 Aug 2013 11:11 Exactly what it says. Making people feel glad to work and 
doing what is needed for them to maintain a positive 
attitude. Praise the good work they do, not criticizing for 
what they do wrong.


NO Come together as one. There's too much us and them.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 18:26 Considerations of employee morale, quality of life, and 
career growth strongly influence managment decisions.


NO Be more transparent, somehow eliminate the "beat-down" 
culture that exists.  Behave more like an academic 
institution.







Thu 22 Aug 2013 19:41 The supervisors and upper management put a greater 
emphasis on the people, their success, happiness, lifestyle, 
etc than they do on doing anything necessary to achieve the 
mission. There is a general sense of care and guidance. It is 
not simply word-speak. 


It varies across the organization. I do not believe it is 
consistent. Some areas seem to be very "people friendly" and 
others not. In my experience this has almost a direct 1:1 
correlation to the leaders you are directly under within the 
organization. 


Consistency across the organization and the leaders of the 
organization. A more thorough evaluation of the leaders. 
"People skills" or "management skills" should carry a much 
greater weight on promotions to leadership positions. Too 
often people are placed in supervisory roles based on their 
success in technical work. This does not make them 
sufficient leaders. In may cases it is the opposite. 


Tue 3 Sep 2013 20:18 An organization that treats everyone with fairness and 
camraderie, allows employees to balance work/life 
requirements, minimal politics, management trusts and 
respects employees and are not hypocrites.


NO! Improve camraderie and working relationships between 
employees. We are too focused on metrics, time, equipment 
usage, funding, and checking off accomplishments. Those 
are important, but the current work environment is not 
enjoyable to most employees. If researchers didn't have to 
worry constantly about funding, it would make work a lot 
less stressful and antogonistic. Also, we should be 
encouraged (not just told the option exists) to telework, or 
join a bowling team, etc to make working at WMRD more 
stress free, maybe even fun.


Fri 23 Aug 2013 14:49 Means that people are highly valued by the organization - 
that their successes/accomplishments are acknowledged and 
that they are given assistance when needed - either on the 
job or in their "private" life (if they've indicated a need for it).


For the most part, I do consider ARL a people first 
organization. Certainly, there is room for improvement, but 


 that is true in any organziation of this size. 
 


Given current politics, I do not consider the Federal 
Government (as an employer) to be a people first 
organization. Rather, the Government (eg, Congress, WH) 
sees fed employees as a convenient people group which they 
can use to win points with the public. Despite my attempt to 
limit this attitude, I must admit that my morale has been 
negatively impacted by our higher leaders - it is hard to 
always be positive when viewed/treated so negatively. Until 
this treatment eases, I am not sure what steps ARL can do to 
improve, as the "spill-over" from the above would essentially 
pollute any changes


Thu 5 Sep 2013 14:20 that management considers the impact of organizational 
policies and procedures on personnel and actively promotes 
programs that increase employee morale and encourage 
employee development


I feel that ARL gives lip service to being a people first 
organization, but it is really a certain people first 
organization


better recognition for performance and recognition of 
contributions, more access to training and development 
opportunties


Mon 26 Aug 2013 13:39  It does not mean ARL.
 


  A people first organization would realize that people 
have a natural flow in their productivity, their work & social 


 demands, their creativity, and their emotions.   People 
 first would value all level of abilities and search for ways 


  �to use it to the organization s advantage.  People first 
research would recognize that we succeed best when we 


  �allow failure and don t judge it harshly.  People first is 
when meetings with management is to provide an 
opportunity for their mentorship & ideas, not to tear it down 
or scoff at the money being spent.   


No Change culture to constructive criticism, guidance and 
 mentorship.  


�Don t measure everyone with the same yardstick- equal is 
 not the same as fair.


�If a program is approved and funded, please don t harass 
the researcher about the point of the program.  They are 
there to show their progress, please limit comments to 


 research itself and do so without contempt in your voice. 


Fri 13 Sep 2013 18:02
Thu 12 Sep 2013 14:04 Everyone is treated as people, not PhD is better than a BS 


degree. They are both human an deserve respect.
No. Make opportunities more available to others than just S&Es.







Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:22 Valuing people as the primary element of a successful, 
innovative laboratory organization.


Sometimes, especially when "bench-level" staff are permitted
to take initiative (without disruptive management 
interference).


Place more emphasis on minimizing obsequiousness.


Fri 13 Sep 2013 12:30 If senior management really wanted a "people first" 
organizaiton, they would not continually increase workload. 
Most of WMRD's managers are working in excess of 80 
hours a pay period and not just a few hours.  Regardless, it 
is never enough.


Not in most cases. Certain personnel are not expected or 
made to perform at the same level as their peers.  This is an 
on-going problem.


Start with ALL managers working 80 hours a pay period.


Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:21 In the true sense of "people first", it means that management 
really does care about their people and not just get everyone 
to do what they want so they can check a box for self 
fulfillment.


Only since Tom Russell has arrived. I don't think WMRD can get there given current WMRD 
Director. I think he turly has his own agenda and covers it 
up iwth words.


Mon 9 Sep 2013 16:56   People first for organizational success employs culture 
and capabilities to achieve the organizational mission with 
competitive advantage.  High involvement, performance and 
commitment management practices consistently value people 
as the most important assets. Successful orgs provide 
employment security, selective hiring, stimulating work 
environments, team-based structures such that all are 
accountable and responsible for success, high compensation 
compared to peer orgs, extensive training, reduction of status 
differences, open info sharing, and trust at all levels.


ARL has some people-first advantages (Lab Demo, direct 
hire authority, work-Life policy, sabbaticals, training) which 
exceed flexibilities & compensation of our GS peers.White 
House policy restricting travel and conferences feels 
punitive, esp with funds available and sense policy change is 
unlikely. Cultural impediments include lack of workforce 
diversity (esp gender), individual competitiveness, and focus 
on money, politics or control. Some lack of respect exists 
across groups within WMRD and with others in lab; limited 
team-work support or encouragement to create a lab win-
win.


Encourage and reward team work and more open 
information sharing; modify behaviors to encourage ideas, 
approaches and opinions from all (rather than a few).  Often 
knowledge is valued and held as an individual or small 
group competitive advantage; thus, limits development of 
effective teams.   Provide more competitive opportunities for 
career advancement rather than use of mgmt directed 
reassignments.  Foster trust through increased delegation 
within defined bounds.  Develop and foster respect across 
Directorates (esp for overhead functions).


Wed 28 Aug 2013 15:19 In the true sense of "people first", it means that management 
really does care about their people and not just get every one 
to do what they want so they can check a box for self 
fulfillment.


Only since Tom Russell has arrived. I don't think WMRD can get there given current WMRD 
Director.  I think he has his own agenda and covers it up 
with words.


Tue 27 Aug 2013 12:44 flexibility in how people met mission, e.g., work hours No within the current constraints nothing
Fri 6 Sep 2013 12:28 An organization that puts it personnel before all else.  My 


philosophy is mission first, people always, not people first, 
mission always.  Meaning people come first, second, third, 
last, etc.  People are the mission, and it cannot be 
accomplished without them.


Somewhat.  ARL is good to those who are hard, strategic 
workers.  If they are people who need a lot of help to mature 
in their current assignments, ARL has a hard time figuring 
out what to do with them.  But I believe that the 
management tries very hard to be people first.


Teamwork building exercises.  Moving employees from one 
team to another for short-term assignments so that they can 
understand big ARL better.  Getting more soldiers on staff to 
remind people why we do what we do.  More public 
recognition, even if it involves non-award recognition.


Mon 9 Sep 2013 17:47
Fri 23 Aug 2013 16:08 I suppose it means upper management is supposed to drop 


in "on the little people" and show they care.  I reckon that's 
alright.


Yes. Perhaps some investment in employee facilities.  Some 
health related issues.  There are bats in the ventilation 
system, along with mold.  Building facilities came by when 
we complained about mold, and to my knowledge no one did 
anything.  Some quality of life issues.  The bathrooms are 
ancient.  The climate control is energy inefficient.  Last week 
my office area was like a meat locker.  In March I was 
getting baked.  
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WMRD Lab Demo Study 


Goal:  Gather employee (non-supervisor and supervisor) 


perspectives on the current ARL Lab Demo system, its 


implementation, perceived strengths and weaknesses, 


and any potential suggestions for modification.  


 


Approach:  Employ a randomly selected Working Group 


representing multiple demographics to execute study. 
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Working Group 


EMPLOYEE PB Years Civ Service Office Symbol


MINNICINO II MICHAEL A. DB 8 RDRL-WML-G


BEYER RICHARD A (Supv) DB 39 RDRL-WML-D


BOYD STEVEN E. DB 3 RDRL-WMM-B


BROWN JACOB G. DE 5 Shop


BROWN JOHN ROY DE 12 RDRL-WMM-A


BUTLER BRADY G. DB 2 RDRL-WMM-F


GNIAZDOWSKI NEIL M (Supv) DB 21 RDRL-WMP-F


GREEN WILLIAM H DB 24 RDRL-WMM-D


HADDOX RICHARD DERRELL DE 8 RDRL-WML-A


CELMINS ILMARS DB 12 RDRL-WML-E


HUBBARD CLIFFORD W DB 22 RDRL-WMM-E


JONES TYRONE L. DB 8 RDRL-WMP-E


SPAGNUOLO SUSAN A DJ 34 RDRL-WMS


LA SCALA JOHN J. (Supv) DB 8 RDRL-WMM-C


LARIVIERE JOSEPH T DJ 2 RDRL-WMP-C


MATTSON WILLIAM D. DB 9 RDRL-WML-B


MCNEIR MICHAEL R DB 19 RDRL-WMP-A


MUDD RICHARD M DB 29 RDRL-WMP-D


MULLER PETER C DB 28 RDRL-WML-F


DAGRO AMY M. DB 1 RDRL-WMP-B


SCHEFFLER DANIEL R DB 26 RDRL-WML-H


SLOAN JAMES M DB 31 RDRL-WMM-G


Chair: Nora Eldredge 


 


Co-Chair: Wendy Winner 


 


Statistics Subject Matter 


Expert: Dave Webb  
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WMRD Survey Response 


Survey Area # Responses Response Rate 


(% of workforce) 


Pay for Performance 205 48.0 


Awards 179 41.9 


Employee Devt 167 39.1 


CASE 165 38.6 


Paybanding 156 36.5 


Merit Promotion 163 38.2 


Employee Motivation 176 41.2 


Final Questions 172 40.3 


Supervisor Only 24 82.8 


Interviews requested and conducted:  9 


No major variances observed between workforce and survey demographics. 


Number of Respondents:  205 


WMRD Workforce (31 Aug 2013):  427 
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Reporting of Results 


Recall that most “questions” were in the form of a statement 


and the employees responded with a level of agreement. 


 


 
 


Numerical based results reported collectively and by 


demographic groups. 


 DE02 and DE03 responses combined 


 DJ/DK02 and DJ/DK3 responses combined 


Text responses were reviewed. When a response appeared 


multiple times, it was categorized and reported by 


approximate number of responses. 


N/A     0     1     2     3     4     5     6     7 


Strongly  


Disagree 


Strongly  


Agree 


•  Supervisor/Non-Supv 


•  Years Govt Service 


•  Payband and level 
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Pay for Performance (PFP) 
205 employees responded with 203 providing full demographic data 


2.3 


•  Most “questions” were statements where 


employees indicated level of agreement (0 for 


strongly disagree and 7 for strongly agree) 


 


•  On the bar charts, the red line and numerical 


value represent the mean response. 


 


•  “N/A” on data charts means either a “N/A” 


response was provided or no response was 


provided. 
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PFP Results of Interest 


 S8 Mixed results on having a good understanding of how the 


reconciliation process works.  62% of Non-Supervisors 


provided a disagreeing response. 


•  Significant differences in 


the mean responses across 


the 3 demographic groups 


but not unexpected: 


 


Supv > Non-Supv 


 


More Years > Fewer Years 


 


DB4/5 & DJs > DE and DB2/3 
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PFP Results of Interest 


S11 – Mostly agreement that Occupational Families should be 


rated in pay-pools consisting of that family only (mean 5.3).   


 


DJ/DK DE DB2/3 DB4/5 


5.9 6.4 5.4 4.6 


Mean Responses by Pay-band Grouping 
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PFP Results of Interest 


S12 – Majority (70.5%) of responders agree that ratings 


received generally match their level of performance with the 


mean dropping with increased years of experience. 


0-3 4-10 11-20 20+ 


5.1 4.5 4.2 3.9 


Mean Responses by Years of Experience 
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PFP Results of Interest 


S19 – Mixed response on being personally satisfied with the 


current ARL PFP system (mean 3.6).   


Nearly 35% of DEs (11 of 31) responded with a 0 – strongly disagree.   


Negative correlation between years of experience and satisfaction. 


 


 


 0-3 4-10 11-20 20+ 


4.7 4.0 3.8 3.1 


Mean Responses by Years of Experience 
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PFP Results of Interest 


0-3 4-10 11-20 20+ 


5.5 5.0 5.3 4.2 


Mean Responses by Years of Exp 


S22 – Mostly in agreement that 


employees with unacceptable 


performance do not have 


sufficient incentives to be better 


performers (mean 4.3) 


 


S23 – Mostly in agreement that 


supervisors are not addressing 


employees with unsuccessful 


performance (mean 4.7) 
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PFP Results of Interest 


S26 – Overall, more agree that the distribution of Supervisory 


ratings should be comparable to the distribution of Non-Supv 


ratings (mean 5.1).  However, response is opposing for Supv vs Non-


Supv. 


 


 


 


 


 


S27 – Majority of Supv and Non-Supv in agreement that employees 


should be able to provide inputs on the performance of their 


supervisors  (mean 5.1) 


S28 – Disagree that WMRD does a good job of addressing poor 


supervisory performance (mean 2.1).  75% of Non-Supv and 55% 


Supv provide score of 0-3. 
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PFP Likes & Dislikes 


S29 – List up to 3 things that you like about the current PFP system. 


128 responses (did not include “n/a”, “nothing”, or dislike-only based statements) 


More frequently inferred: 


Likes PFP (accountability/distinguishes performance/incentives) – approx 75 times 


PFP has advantages over GS system (greater pay, pay potential with bands) – approx 38 


times 
 


S30 – List up to 3 things that you dislike about the current PFP system. 


149 responses 


More frequently inferred: 


Unfair ratings (arbitrary-preferential-subjective/quotas) 


Lack of meaningful distinctions in performance (payout clustering at 2-3 shares) 


Insufficient incentives for poor/low performers 
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PFP Observations across 


Text Questions 29, 30 and 31 


Overall: 158 of 205 responded to at least one text question 


 49 respondents acknowledge the existence of a quota or 


downward rating pressure in a negative manner 


 22 respondents commented that poor and/or under-


performers are not being adequately addressed through PFP 


18 respondents recommend increasing the number of shares, 


use of half-shares, or some other mechanism to allow more 


discrete differentiation of performance levels  


15 respondents mention that teaming and/or collaboration are 


not promoted through our PFP system 


12 respondents suggest that employees have some input into 


the rating of their supervisor 
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Pay for Performance 


Recommendations 


Communicate clearer description of the Reconciliation 


process to the WMRD workforce 
 


 Revamp ARL’s Pay for Performance system 


 Simplify the Score/Rating/Share/Payout scheme 


 Allow for a broader spectrum of performance levels 


 Consider different pay-pools for the different occupational 


 families 


 Consider ways to incorporate employee feedback in supervisor 


 ratings 


Investigate alternate means to address poor performance 
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Pay for Performance 


Recommendations 


Revamp ARL’s Pay for Performance system (continued) 


Modify Scoring Guide(s) 


• Easier to interpret by employees and supervisors 


• Different guides for different occupational families 


• Changes to the guide or changes to interpretation of the guide 


should be explained and publicized to the workforce at the start of 


the rating cycle 


• Include criteria that rewards team accomplishments and 


collaboration 
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Awards 
179 employees responded with 176 providing full demographic data 


The Working Group recognized that since early FY13, the Army has 


placed a ban on monetary awards (i.e., Special Act and On-the-Spot) 
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Awards Results of Interest 


S2 – Strong agreement, with mean of 6.0, that the process to notify 


an employee and his/her supervisor on the approval and basis of the 


award needs improvement.   


 


 


 


 


 


Note:  No statistically significant difference in means across demographics. 
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Awards Results of Interest 


S4 - Understand Basis for Various Awards 


S3 & S4 – Awareness of the different types of awards and 


justifications for receiving them could be improved particularly for 


the less experienced employees.  


Mean Values 


Supv 5.05 


Non-Supv 2.91 


DJ/DK 4.11 


DB-4/5 4.08 


DE 2.52 


DB-2/3 2.18 


0-3 yrs 1.75 


4-10 yrs 1.98 


11-19 yrs 3.11 


20+ yrs 4.43 


S3 – Awareness of the different types of 


monetary and non-monetary awards 


Mean Values 


Supv 5.14 


Non-Supv 2.77 


DJ/DK 4.44 


DB-4/5 3.71 


DE 2.89 


DB-2/3 2.15 


0-3 yrs 1.81 


4-10 yrs 2.46 


11-19 yrs 3.00 


20+ yrs 3.85 
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Awards  


Results of Interest  


S9 – Mixed response on monetary awards negatively affecting 


employee’s performance rating.  While there is no significant 


difference in Supv vs Non-Supv mean responses, 50% of 


supervisors responded with a 6 or 7 strongly agreeing that monetary 


awards can negatively affect their performance ratings. 
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Q20 What recommendations do you have to improve 


the current Awards program? 


90 responses (does not include “None” or “N/A” responses) 


1. Simplify or improve application processes. (approx 18 responses) 


2. Provide the workforce with information on the Awards program.  Numerous 


employees are unfamiliar with the different types of awards. (approx 17 


responses) 


3. Monetary awards should be independent of performance ratings (approx 


12 responses) 


4. Inconsistent application and distribution of awards.  Remove the sense of 


secrecy about awards or make processes more transparent. (approx 12 


responses) 


5. Increase recognition of those who either receive awards or are nominated 


for honorary awards.  (approx 9 responses) 


Awards  


Results of Interest 
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Awards  


Recommendations 


1.  Provide a briefing to the Workforce on the different types of 


monetary and non-monetary awards, the basis for 


justifying/receiving the different types of awards, and the 


processes and allowable timelines particularly for On-the-Spot and 


Special Act (SA) awards. 


 


2. WMRD should notify both the employee and the supervisor when 


awards are approved (particularly SAs).  Also, provide the 


employee the basis for the award at that time. 


 


3. Publicly recognize WMRD honorary award nominees. 
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Awards 


Recommendations 


4. Review honorary award processes with ARL Headquarters for 


possible streamlining.  Many of the requests for honorary award 


nominations are received at the branch level with short suspense 


dates and very time consuming documentation. 


 


5.  Provide the Workforce with formal response regarding correlation 


of receiving a monetary award(s) and one’s annual performance 


rating 


(WG observation)  Monetary awards can seem more like a penalty than a 


reward – is there a way to turn this around? 
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Employee Development 


174 employees responded with 170 providing full demographic data 
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Employee Development 


Results of Interest 


S2 – Agreement that long-term devt programs would 


enhance employee’s career (mean 5.0).  However, 40% of 


DJ/DKs disagree. 


S3 – Mostly disagreement on sufficient information being 


available to take advantage of developmental programs 


(mean 2.7) 


Yrs Exp Mean 


0-3 2.0 


4-10 2.3 


11-19 2.4 


20+ 3.4 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 2.0 


DE 2.1 


DB2/3 2.3 


DB4/5 3.3 
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S6 & 7 – Mixed results on availability of professional devt 


guidance (mean 2.6) and readily available 


assistance/training to further my skills/career (mean 3.2) 


 


Employee Development 


Results of Interest 


S6  I have sufficient ARL guidance 


regarding support for my professional 


development. 


S7  Assistance/training for furthering my 


skills/career is readily available. 


No significant difference in mean responses across demographics for S6 and S7. 
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Employee Development 


Results of Interest 


Q8 – Interest in long-term devt 


assignments 


Type # 


Interested 


% of 


174 


f.  External 


Coursework 


100 56.9 


Highest % interest (approx 70% 


each) from DEs and DB2/3s.   
 


S14 (114 N/A or No Response) – 


Agreement that there should be 


more readily available information 


or assignments for DJ/DKs 


interested in advancing their 


careers (mean 5.2). 
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Employee Development 


Results of Interest 


S10 – Strong agreement that ARL needs an effective mentoring 


program (mean 5.7). 


S12 – Mixed results that an IDP is a useful tool for encouraging 


career growth (mean 3.2).  However, DE results showed stronger 


agreement (78% agree). 


 


 
Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 3.2 


DE 4.5 


DB2/3 2.9 


DB4/5 2.9 







29 


Q15.  What if anything is preventing you from taking a long-


term developmental assignment? 


1. Lack of information or knowledge on available opportunities or no 


opportunities in my payband or level (approx 31 responses) 


 Lack of opportunities noted particularly for DJs, Des, and early to mid-career DBs. 


2. Home-life obligations (approx 27 responses) 


3. Interferes with current projects and/or nobody to back-fill the workload 


(approx 20 responses) 


4. Mgmt does not encourage (approx 12 responses) 


5. Too far along in my career (approx 11 responses) 


6. Announcements tend to have too short suspenses for such an important 


decision and/or require too much paperwork (approx 7 responses) 


7. Lower ratings and/or poorer chances for CASE promotion (approx 5 


responses) 


8. Long-term TDY expenses no longer covered (approx 4 responses) 


Overall: 108 responses 


 


Employee Development 


Results of Interest 
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Employee Development 


Observations & Recommendations 


Recommendation:  Establish a position that actively supports 


training, developmental activities and mentoring programs for all 


occupational families. 


Observations 


 Fairly common lack of knowledge of professional training and developmental 


opportunities available to the workforce. 


 ARL’s training office/person seems to oversee Mandatory Training only and 


implementation of TED. 


 ARDEC has a history of having a very active training office that brings in a 


variety of on-site technical and professional development courses (reduces 


burden on employees and supervisors). 
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Employee Development 


Observations & Recommendations 


Recommendation:  Address the perceived lack of guidance 


and/or support for DE and DJ/DK-appropriate opportunities. 


Observation:  WMRD supervisors are technical. They may not know how to 


support the professional growth of Admins, particularly with the wide family of 


DJ positions.   


Additional considerations for action:  Are the ARL survey results similar?  If so, 


what about some sort of ARL-level or APG-wide Admin Professional Devt team, 


perhaps headed up by CPAC-type of person, to research and recommend 


professional growth opportunities? 
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Employee Development 


Observations 


Observation:  In the text responses, there seems to be a supervisor-


dependent element in terms of employees’ knowing about and being 


encouraged to take part in training and developmental activities. 


 Supporting feedback from survey: 


Some supervisors may not be supportive of training or other developmental 


activities. 


Some branches struggling to meet payroll may not be encouraging and/or 


approving training. 


We seem to be stealing from each other when “developmental assignments” 


are created when someone leaves.   
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CASE 
165 employees responded with 160 providing full demographic data 


There was a set up error towards the end of the CASE survey section.  


The Payband text questions were unintentionally included. 
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CASE  


Results of Interest 


S1 – Mixed results - overall more agreed that they understand the 


CASE process than disagreed (mean 4.1).   


  Not unexpectedly, stronger agreement for Supv (5.89) and DB04/05 (5.25) 


  Stronger disagreement from DEs (mean 1.89) 
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CASE 


 Results of Interest 


S2 – The BARS 


criteria are clearly 


defined and easy to 


interpret 


S3 – I understand how 


scores are assigned 


using the BARS criteria 


during the CASE 


package review. 


S5 – Materials & 


guidelines for 


preparing my 


CASE package are 


readily available. 


Overall 3.1 3.3 3.8 


Supv 4.00 


Non-Supv 2.98 


DB4/5 3.58 4.37 4.30 


DB2/3 2.79 2.70 3.64 


DE 1.93 1.53 2.67 
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CASE 


 Results of Interest 


S9 – Fairly strong agreement that the CASE process does not 


reward team work and group achievement (mean 4.8) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


S10 – Only 4 DJ/DK responded to a CASE-like promotion 


process being considered for DJ employees  with responses 


of 3,6,6, and 7.  Of the 19 supervisors, 14 provided an 


agreeable response (mostly 4s and 5s). 
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CASE  


Results of Interest 


  S11 – Strong agreement that the CASE process needs 


improvement (mean 5.4).  Agreement strong for both Non-


Supv and Supv. 
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Q12 – What are your recommendations for improving the 


current CASE process? 


Overall:  71 employees provided feedback 


Recommendations for improvement were primarily in the form 


of complaints 


1.  Provide additional information on the CASE process and/or 


mentoring on CASE package preparation (approx 12 


responses) 


2. Change the BARS criteria.  (approx 12 responses) 


3. The process is too subjective and/or DC/BC influence holds 


too much weight.  (approx 10 responses) 


4. The process does not promote collaboration and/or 


teaming.  (approx 7 responses) 


5. Eliminate the CASE process. (approx 7 responses) 


 


CASE  


Results of Interest 
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CASE  


Results of Interest  


6. Process viewed as favoring those who can openly publish.  


(approx 6 responses) 


7. Provide better feedback to employees.  (approx 5 responses) 


• Feedback varies significantly from person to person throughout the 


process – should be able to get clear, consistent feedback at all levels 


of review 


• Release results of the WMRD Panel earlier – employees have to wait 


over a month when the outcome is known by Mgmt 


8. Classified CASE packages and/or classified work is not 


sufficiently taken into consideration.  (approx 3 responses) 


 


Q12 – What are your recommendations for improving the 


current CASE process? continued 
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CASE Recommendations 


 


 


 


 


1. Additional training for employees and supervisors to include: 


• CASE process 


• BARS criteria – what do they really mean? 


• How to prepare a better package 


• Ideas for seeking additional and/or better feedback 


 


2. Modify BARS criteria 


• Less redundancy 


• Clearer, more specific, criteria to make the process less subjective 


• Different criteria for DEs and DBs 


• Take team/group accomplishments into account 


• Equitable credit for basic and applied research accomplishments 
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Paybanding 


156 employees responded with 152 providing full demographic data 


The Paybanding text questions were unintentionally included in the 


CASE section of the survey. 
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Paybanding 


Results of Interest 


 S3 – Mixed results on happiness with the current mapping of 


paybands in the ARL Lab Demo (mean 4.0). 


 


 


 


 


Yrs Exp Mean 


0-3 4.6 


4-10 4.5 


11-19 4.3 


20+ 3.3 
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Paybanding 


Results of Interest 


 S5 – Mixed results on the 


payband structure being 


good for morale (mean 4.0) 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 3.4 


DE 4.3 


DB2/3 3.5 


DB4/5 4.5 


 S6 – Mixed results on 


employee’s payband allowing 


for sufficient salary and growth 


potential (Mean 4.1). 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 3.9 


DE 4.4 


DB2/3 3.4 


DB4/5 4.8 







44 


Q13:  What do you like about the current payband 


structure in the ARL Lab Demo? 


Overall:  77 total responses not including N/As 


1. Quick progress and/or pay increases (approx 17 responses). 


2. Fewer promotions/CASE required (approx 13 responses). 


3. Flexibility within paybands or growth in the same position (approx 


9 responses). 


4. Nothing or not too much (approximately 8 responses). 


Paybanding 


Results of Interest 
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Paybanding Q14:  What don’t you 


like about the current pay-band 


structure in the ARL Lab Demo? 


78 total responses 


1. DB4 too difficult to achieve and/or requirements creep to get 


promoted (approx 13 responses). 


2. Paybanding structure is too coarse (approx 11 responses). 


3. The fact that salary caps exist (approx 6 responses). 


4. Nothing (approx 6 responses). 


5. Integrity issues/biased process/too subjective (approx 5 


responses). 
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Paybanding Q15:  What changes, if 


any, would you make to improve 


the pay-band structure?   


72 total responses 


1. Increase the number of payband levels (approx 14 responses) 


2. Split the GS14 and GS15 pay-levels into separate bands (approx 


11 responses) 


3. 6 responses with other payband structure changes 


4. No changes (approx 6 responses) 


5. Remove pay ceilings or no promotions (just move from payband 


to payband when you hit the top) (approx 6 responses) 


6. No paybanding (approx 5 responses) 







47 


Paybanding 


Recommendation & Suggestions 


 Recommendation:  Consider restructuring the payband levels 


  Suggestions from responses to text questions: 


Do not group GS-14 and GS-15 levels together.  WMRD results did not 


 indicate a strong preference for how that is accomplished. 


Don’t have too many payband levels or the perceived benefits of 


 paybanding will be eradicated. 


Pay attention to ARL results for more suggestions with DJ paybanding. 


Investigate paybanding in other personnel systems. 
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Merit Promotion 


163 employees responded with 159 providing full demographic data 
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Merit Promotion 


Results of Interest 


 S1 – Approximately 45% of 


the workforce does not 


understand the difference 


between Merit Promotions & 


promotions through CASE. 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 3.4 


DE 3.3 


DB2/3 2.6 


DB4/5 4.2 


 S4 – Mixed results on 


understanding how to apply 


for Merit Promotion positions 


(mean 3.5).  


Significant 


differences 


across the 3 


sets of 


demographics 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 2.3 


DE 2.9 


DB2/3 2.6 


DB4/5 4.5 
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Merit Promotion 


Results of Interest 


S5 – Merit promotions are 


typically filled in a timely 


manner (mean 2.0). 


S6 & S11 - I understand the 


process for the selection of 


permanent (S6) and acting 


(S11) branch chiefs.  Means 


are 3.3 and 2.9, respectively. 
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Merit Promotion 


Results of Interest 


S13 Mostly disagreement that 


having one or more acting BCs 


in performance review cycle 


positively affects my rating 


(mean 2.5). 


S14 Mostly agreement that 


having an acting BC for an 


extended period of time 


(greater than 1 year) 


negatively affects my career 


development. (mean 4.6). 


No statistical difference between Supv and Non-Supv means. 







52 


Q16.  How would you improve the Merit 


Promotion/Supervisor selection process? 


Overall:  46 employees provided responses 


1. Faster selection process (approx 9 responses). 


2. More information needed on Merit Promotion positions and 


the process (approx 7 responses) 


3. Eliminate acting Branch Chief positions or shorten the term 


(approx 5 responses) 


4. Training for new supervisors or “wanna be” supervisors 


(approx 4 responses) 


Merit Promotion 


Results of Interest 
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Merit Promotion 


Recommendations 


 Review the current Merit Promotion process and determine 


where efficiencies can be made to shorten hiring timeframe. 


 When possible, reduce the amount of time acting BCs are in 


place (hire permanent BCs as soon as possible). 


 Hold information session on Merit Promotion and 


acting/developmental assignment positions. 


 Merit Promotion vs CASE 


 DB04/Branch Chief hiring and selection process 


 Placement of Team Leaders (some competitively selected) 


Current process for filling developmental assignments 


 Announce all positions that will be posted to USAJobs 


regardless of payband or level 


 Provide HR training for new supervisors or those desiring to 


be a supervisor 
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Employee Motivation 


176 employees responded with 171 providing full demographic data 
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Employee Motivation 


Results of Interest 


Statement Mean 


1.  I am motivated in my work to do my best 


for ARL and the Army. 


5.6 


2.  Generally, I start the workday with a 


positive attitude. 


5.3 


3.  Generally, I have a sense of 


accomplishment at the end of each work day. 


4.4 


4.  My work has a positive impact on the Army 


in support of the Warfighter. 


5.3 


5.  My co-workers/peers value and appreciate 


my work. 


5.0 


6.  My team leader and supervisor value and 


appreciate my work. 


4.8 


7.  Upper management (division and above) 


values and appreciates my work. 


3.9 
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Employee Motivation 


Results of Interest 


S8 - Somewhat mixed results on 


having freedom to choose one’s 


career path (mean 4.2).  DEs 


slightly disagree. 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 3.7 


DE 2.9 


DB2/3 4.3 


DB4/5 4.6 


 S9-  Similar trend with DEs with 


having the tools necessary to 


advance in their chosen career 


path.  Overall mean of 3.9 and DE 


mean of 2.9. 


Payband Mean 


DJ/DK 4.1 


DE 2.9 


DB2/3 3.9 


DB4/5 4.3 
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Employee Motivation 


Results of Interest 


S11 - Strong agreement that 


having to search for funds 


negatively affects employee’s 


morale (mean 5.2). 


S16 - Majority agree that WMRD 


should encourage recreational 


and/or special interest clubs and 


activities be formed (mean 4.3). 
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Employee Motivation  


Results of Interest 


 Q13 - Approximately 20% of the respondents indicated that 


they utilize ARL’s telework program. 


 Q14 - Of those who do not use the program: 


 Circle reason(s) why not # 


Not provided opportunity 27 


Don’t know how to go about 21 


Immediate Supv not 


supportive 


24 


Feel it would adversely 


affect perf rating 


30 


Chosen not to 79 
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Employee Motivation 


Results of Interest 


Q17 - What programs and/or changes would you like to see 


offered to WMRD employees that would have a positive 


impact on morale? 


 Overall: 75 employees responded 


1. Promotion of social, sporting, wellness activities (during 


and after duty hours) (approx 20 responses) 


2. Easier process and easier approvals for teleworking (approx 


6 responses) 


3. Don’t have S&Es search for funding (approx 6 responses) 
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Employee Motivation 


Results of Interest 


Q18 - What changes, if any, would you make to the current ARL 


Lab Demo to help motivate you? 


 Overall: 57 employees responded 


1. Changes to the PFP system (approx 17 responses). 


2. Changes not needed to motivate or changes won’t help 


motivate (approx 9 responses). 


3. Paybanding changes (approx 6 responses). 


4. Address and/or remove poor performers (approx 4 


responses). 
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Employee Motivation 


Recommendations 


Establish WMRD “bulletin board” for employees to share 


social, sporting and wellness activities and interests. 


When implementing new processes and policies, consider 


how that process/policy could foster cooperation and 


collaboration versus competition. 


Observations:  There were several written statements across multiple 


areas of this survey that indicated that different aspects of Lab Demo do 


not support teamwork, collaboration and cooperation within our own 


organization. 
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Supervisors 
24 Supervisors responded with 22 providing demographic data 


Since survey was anonymous, supervisory status could not be 


verified. 
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Supervisors 


Results of Interest 


S3 - I can give an employee a 


rating/score that they deserve 


through ARL’s PFP system 


(mean 3.3) 


S7 - As implemented in my pay 


pool, the reconciliation process 


allows for proper scoring/rating 


of employees  (mean 3.5) 
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Supervisors 


Results of Interest 


S4 ARL’s PFP, as currently 


implemented, provides Supv 


with the means to motivate 


their employees to perform 


better (mean 3.3). 


S8 As implemented in my pay 


pool, the reconciliation process 


provides proper scoring/rating 


of employees according to the 


occupational family (mean 3.9). 


Yrs Mean 


4-10 4.7 


11-20 2.2 


20+ 2.1 
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Supervisors 


Results of Interest 


S9 - Reconciliation provides 


proper scoring/rating 


according to the type of work 


performed such as basic vs 


applied research (mean 3.5) 


S11 - S&Es performing basic 


research have an advantage in 


CASE over those performing 


applied research (mean 4.8) 
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Supervisors 


Results of Interest  with a 


Recommendation 


S12 - Supervisors should be allowed to be present, and not 


participate, while their employees CASE packages are being 


discussed and scored by the Directorate and Corporate level 


panels (mean 4.1) 


14 of 21 gave an agreeing response 


Recommendation:  As part of CASE revamp, consider 


allowing first line Supervisors to be present during panels. 


Yrs Mean 


4-10 6.3 


11-20 5.5 


20+ 3.2 
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Concluding Statements 


While this briefing has covered “majority based” results and 


recommendations, be assured that Dr. Baker has reviewed all 


of the data and feedback. 


 


Special Appreciation 


Working Group for taking a significant amount of time and effort in 


creating the survey questions during Furlough 


Bob Yeager, BAH, for administering the survey in AKO 


William Mattson for plotting all data 


David Webb for statistical analyses 


 


Today’s briefing charts will be posted to AKO survey site 


 


Any questions not addressed today can be sent to Nora 


Eldredge, nora.m.eldredge.civ@mail.mil, 410-278-6211 



mailto:nora.m.eldredge.civ@mail.mil
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